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Mr. GoobpLING, from the Committee on Economic and Educational
Opportunities, submitted the following

REPORT

together with

MINORITY AND DISSENTING VIEWS
[To accompany H.R. 999]

[Including cost estimate of the Congressional Budget Office]

The Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities, to
whom was referred the bill (H.R. 999) to establish a single, consoli-
dated source of Federal child care funding; to establish a program
to provide block grants to States to provide nutrition assistance to
economically disadvantaged individuals and families and to estab-
lish a program to provide block grants to States to provide
schoolbased food services to students; to restrict alien eligibility for
certain education, training, and other programs; and for other pur-
poses, having considered the same, report favorably thereon with
an amendment and recommend that the bill as amended do pass.

The amendment strikes out all after the enacting clause of the
bill and inserts a new text which appears in italic type in the re-
ported bill.

The provisions of the substitute text are explained in this report.

PurPoOSE

The purpose of this legislation is to establish a single, consoli-
dated source of federal child care funding; to establish a program
to provide block grants to States to provide nutrition assistance to
economically disadvantaged individuals and families and to estab-
lish a program to provide block grants to States to provide school-
based food services to students; to restrict alien eligibility for cer-
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tain education, training and other programs; and to establish work
requirements for persons receiving cash public assistance.

CoMMITTEE ACTION

On August 2, 1994, the Committee on Education and Labor con-
ducted a hearing on overall issues surrounding welfare reform.
Witnesses testifying were: the Honorable Robert E. Andrews, a
Representative in Congress from the State of New Jersey; the Hon-
orable Tom Delay, a Representative in Congress from the State of
Texas; the Honorable Jill Long, a Representative in Congress from
the State of Indiana; the Honorable Dave McCurdy, a Representa-
tive from the State of Oklahoma; the Honorable Patsy Mink, a Rep-
resentative in Congress from the State of Hawaii, the Honorable
Rick Santorum, a Representative in Congress from the State of
Pennsylvania; Secretary Donna Shalala, U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services; and the Honorable Lynn C. Woolsey,
Representative in Congress from the State of California.

On January 18, 1995, the Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities conducted a hearing to consider the Con-
tract With America: Welfare Reform. Witnesses were: Dr. Gerald
Miller, Director, Michigan Department of Social Services; Mr. Doug
Stite, Chief Operating Officer, Michigan Jobs Commission; Mr.
Robert Rector, Policy Analyst, Heritage Foundation; Mr. Carlos
Bonilla, Chief Economist, Employment Policies Institute; Mark
Greenberg, Senior Staff Attorney, Center for Law and Social Policy;
and Ms. Cheri Honkala, a welfare recipient.

The Committee conducted several hearings relating to Title | of
the Act, amendments to the Child Care and Development Block
Grant.

On September 20, 1994, the Committee on Education and Labor,
Subcommittee on Human Resources, conducted a hearing to con-
sider the “Impact of Welfare Reform on Child Care Providers and
the Working Poor.” Witnesses were: Ms. Jane L. Ross, Association
Director of Income Security Issues, General Accounting Office; Ms.
Nancy Ebb, Children’'s Defense Fund; Mr. Ronald H. Field, Senior
Vice President for Public Policy, Family Service America; Mr.
Bruce Herschfield, Program Director, Child Day Care, Child Wel-
fare League of American; Mr. Ed Conney, Food Research and Ac-
tion Center.

The Subcommittee on Early Childhood, Youth, and Families held
a hearing on January 31, 1995 and a joint hearing with the Ways
and Means Subcommittee on Human Resources on February 3,
1995 to consider consolidation of child care programs within the
context of welfare reform.

The January 31, 1995 hearing in Washington, D.C. sought to re-
ceive comments from recipients of child care assistance, day care
administrators, and child care experts. Testimony was received
from: Ms. Rebecca “Missie” Kinnard, parent and child care assist-
ance recipient, York, Pennsylvania; Mr. Bob Hollis, Day Care Ad-
ministrator, Crispus Attucks Association, Inc., York, Pennsylvania;
Ms. Jane Ross, Director, Income Security Issues, General Account-
ing Office, Washington, DC; and Ms. Patty Siegel, Executive Direc-
tor, California Child Care and Resource and Referral Network, San
Francisco, California.
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The February 3, 1995 joint hearing in Washington, D.C. was held
to receive comments from the Administration, a parent receiving a
child care subsidy, a Director of Family Resources, an Acting Direc-
tor of a State Department of Human Services, and two policy ex-
perts. Testifying before the Committee were: The Honorable Mary
Jo Bane, Ph.D. Assistant Secretary for Children and Families, U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services, Washington, D.C.; Ms.
Tina Davis, student at Montgomery College and parent receiving a
child care subsidy, Takoma Park, Maryland; Ms. Debbie Shepard,
Director, WPA, Department of Family Resources, Montgomery
County, Rockville, Maryland; Ms. Karen Highsmith, Acting Direc-
tor, Division of Family Development, New Jersey Department of
Human Services, Trenton, New Jersey; Mr. Douglas J. Besharov,
Ph.D., Resident Scholar, American Enterprise Institute for Public
Policy Research, Washington, D.C.; and Ms. Helen Blank, Director
of Child Care, Children’s Defense Fund, Washington, D.C.

One hearing was held with respect to Title Il, the nutrition pro-
visions of H.R. 999. On February 1, 1995, the Full Committee on
Economic and Educational Opportunities held a hearing on Title V
of H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act. Title V of H.R. 4 provide
specification for a nutrition block grant.

Witnesses included Marilyn Hurt, Food Service Supervisor,
School District of LaCrosse, Wisconsin, Mr. Patrick F.E. Temple-
West, Director, Nutrition Development Services, Archdiocese of
Philadelphia, Ms. Joan Taylor, Executive Director of the DuPage
Senior Citizens Council, lllinois, Mr. Boyd W. Boehlje, President,
Pella, lowa School Board, Pella School District, Dr. James L.
Lukefahr, Medical Director, Driscoll Children’'s Hospital WIC Pro-
gram, and Mr. Robert J. Fersh, President, Food Research and Ac-
tion Center.

Three hearings were held relating to title 1V, Section 401, Re-
placement of the JOBS Program with Mandatory Work Require-
ments. On April 19, 1994, the Committee on Education and Labor,
Subcommittee on Human Resources, conducted a hearing on the
JOBS program: Views From Participants and State Administrators.
Testifying at the hearing were Mary Jo Bane, Assistant Secretary
for Children and Families, Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices; Jennifer Vasiloff, Executive Director, Coalition on Human
Needs; Mark Greenberg, Senior Staff Attorney, Center for Law and
Social Policy; Ray Scheppach, Executive Director, National Gov-
ernor's Association; Larry D. Jackson, Commissioner, Virginia De-
partment of Social Services, American Public Welfare Association;
and Ms. Teresa Johnson, Ms. Gloria Cummings, Ms. Tracy Doram,
Ms. Donna Sepczynski (JOBS participants).

On October 28, 1994, the Committee on Education and Labor,
Subcommittee on Human Resources conducted a field hearing in
Alhambra, California on the California JOBS program, known as
Greater Avenues to Independence (GAIN). Witnesses testifying
were: Nancy Berlin, Los Angeles; Irma Alvarado, Los Angeles
GAIN program; Katherine McGrath, graduate of GAIN program,
San Bernardino; Odessa Johnson, Human Services Worker, San
Bernardino; Gloria Clark, Executive Director, City of Los Angeles
Human Services Division; Nivia Bermudez, Director, AFDC Orga-
nization Project Los Angeles Homeless Coalition; and Lori Karny,
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Director, Women Helping Women Services, Council of Jewish
Women.

On January 19, 1995, the Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities, Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education,
Training and Life-Long Learning, conducted an oversight hearing
on the JOBS program. Testifying before the Committee were Wil-
liam Waldman, Commissioner, New Jersey Department of Human
Services; Michael Genest, Deputy Director, Welfare Programs Divi-
sion, California Department of Health and Human Services; Jean
Rogers, Administrator, Division of Economic Support, Wisconsin
Department of Health and Human Services; and Judith Gueron,
President, Manpower Development and Research Corporation.

Two hearings were held relating to Title 1V, Section 403 “Amend-
ments to laws relating to the Child Protection Block Grant.” The
first hearing was conducted by the Subcommittee on Early Child-
hood, Youth and Families on January 31, 1995, and a second joint
hearing was held with the Ways and Means Subcommittee on
Human Resources on February 3, 1995.

The January 31, 1995 hearing devoted two panels to child wel-
fare issues and one to child care issues. The hearing was held to
receive comments from a Member of Congress, a parent, a citizen
who had served as a Deputy Foreman for a Grand Jury investiga-
tion, and two policy experts. Testimony was received from: The
Honorable Tim Hutchinson, Member of Congress, 3rd District, Ar-
kansas; Ms. Cari B. Clark, parent, Springfield, Virginia; Ms. Carol
Lamb Hopkins, Deputy Foreman, 1991-92 San Diego Grand Jury,
San Diego, California; Mr. David Wagner, Director of Legal Policy,
Family Research Council, Washington, DC; Ms. Anne Cohn Don-
nelly, Executive Director, National Committee to Prevent Child
Abuse, Chicago, Illinois.

The February 3, 1995 joint hearing featured one panel on child
care issues and one on child welfare issues as well as the Adminis-
tration commenting on both. Testifying before the Committee on
child welfare issues: The Honorable Mary Jo Bane, Ph.D., Assistant
Secretary for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services; Mr. Patrick Murphy, Public Guardian, Cook
County, Illinois; Mr. Wade Horn, Ph.D., Director, National Father-
hood Initiative; Carol Statuo Bevan, Ph.D., Vice President for Re-
search and Public Policy, National Council for Adoption; and Ruth
Massinga, Chief Executive, the Casey Family Program, Seattle,
Washington.

In the 103rd Congress, the House recognized the need for more
timely poverty data below the national level. On April 2, 1993, the
Poverty Data Improvement Act of 1993 (H.R. 1645) was introduced
by Representative Tom Sawyer. On July 13, 1993, the Committee
on Education and Labor and the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service conducted a joint hearing on the issue. On November
31, 1993, the Committee on Post Office and Civil Services also fa-
vorably reported H.R. 1645. On November 21, 1993, the bill was
passed by voice vote under suspension of the rules.

The Senate did not act on H.R. 1645 before the 103rd Congress
adjourned. However, in the Improving America’s Schools Act (P.L.
103-382), enacted on October 20, 1994, Congress called for the use
of updated poverty estimates in the formula for allocation of funds
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under Title | of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (as
amended). Congress also directed the National Academy of Sciences
to monitor the Census Bureau’s intercensal poverty estimates pro-
gram and to report to Congress on the reliability of small area pov-
erty data for various policy and programmatic purposes.

INTRODUCTION OF WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATION

On January 3, 1995, Representatives Shaw, Talent and
LaTourette introduced the Personal Responsibility Act, H.R. 4,
which included provisions relating to welfare reform and was part
of the Republican Contract with America.

On February 21, 1995, Committee on Economic and Educational
Opportunities Chairman William Goodling introduced H.R. 999,
the Welfare Reform Consolidation Act of 1995. H.R. 999 was de-
signed to represent the Committee’s initiatives at program reforms
relating to welfare reform.

LEGISLATION ACTION

On February 22 and 23, 1995, the Committee on Economic and
Educational Opportunities assembled to consider H.R. 999, the
Welfare Reform Consolidation Act of 1995. Chairman Goodling of-
fered an amendment in the nature of a substitute to H.R. 999. Fur-
ther amendments to the amendment in the nature of a substitute
were adopted, and the Committee adopted the amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended. H.R. 999, as amended, was ap-
proved by the Committee on Economic and Educational Opportuni-
ties on February 23, 1995, by a recorded vote.

BACKGROUND AND NEED FOR LEGISLATION

H.R. 999 is the Committee on Economic and Educational Oppor-
tunities portion of welfare reform legislation. As such, it along with
bills passed by other committees, marks a significant step in fulfill-
ing Republican Members’ Contract with America to reform the na-
tion’s broken welfare system.

The need for major welfare reform is obvious to almost everyone.
According to a public opinion poll conducted in January, 1994, 71%
of the American public said the current welfare system does “more
harm than good.” President Clinton campaigned for that office by
promising to “end welfare as we know it,” even though his subse-
quent proposals on welfare reform failed to match his campaign
rhetoric. The current welfare system, though intended to show soci-
ety’s compassion for those of limited means, in far too many cases
actually creates more dependence on government, and rewards be-
haviors destructive to individuals, families, and society. As a wit-
ness before the committee put it, “In welfare, as in most other
things in life, you get what you pay for. The current system pays
for non-work and non-marriage, and has achieved dramatic in-
creases in both.”

During the most of the past thirty years, the answer to every
problem and the means to every “reform” has been to create an-
other federal program. Of course, each new federal program re-
quired separate regulations, separate applications, separate eligi-
bility rules, separate reports. Each of these in turn requires addi-
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tional personnel to administer the program, to check the paper-
work, to write the regulations. Much of the good intentions behind
all of these programs was lost in a maze of red tape and regula-
tions. In the end, they seemed more designed to meet the needs of
those who administer them than those who were the intended
beneficiaries.

The Committee believes it is time to move in a new direction.
Rather than creating new programs, H.R. 999 consolidates federal
programs into more coherent and flexible grants to the states. The
needs of different states, and even different parts of a single state
vary greatly. The Committee believes that states can respond more
effectively to the needs of their residents through more general
purpose grants that set forth goals and certain minimum require-
ments, accompanied by assessments of whether those goals have
been met, than can the usual “one size fits all” federal program.

Title I—Child Care Consolidation

Of the current major Federal child care programs, four are rel-
atively new and are the focus of Title | of the Welfare Reform Con-
solidation Act of 1995. These include child care for families receiv-
ing Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and Transi-
tional Child Care for families leaving AFDC, which were created as
part of a welfare reform initiative in 1988, and two programs for
low-income working families, the Child Care and Development
Block Grant (CCDBG) and At-Risk Child Care, which were created
in 1990. Estimated Federal spending for these four programs com-
bined in FY 1994 is $1.9 billion.

Since 1990, concern has developed that too many Federal child
care programs now exist, with inconsistent and uncoordinated eligi-
bility rules and other requirements that interfere with service de-
livery and cause children and families to experience disruptions in
their day care arrangement.

According to a May 1994 General Accounting Office study:

Despite state progress in developing seamless systems of
providing child care, gaps in services remain because of
different program requirements. These program require-
ments differ in specifying (1) the categories of clients who
can be served, (2) the activities clients are permitted to
pursue while remaining eligible for child care, (3) the ceil-
ing on the amount of income that may be earned while re-
taining program eligibility, and (4) the length of time the
child care subsidy is allowed to be paid. States told us that
these conflicting requirements and resulting gaps can have
negative consequences when they need it to remain in the
labor force.®

This concern about service gaps and inconsistencies in the cur-
rent mix of Federal child care programs was echoed in the follow-
ing policy statement adopted by the Nation’s governors at the Win-
ter 1995 National Governors Association meeting:

1 Child Care: Working Poor and Welfare Recipients Face Service Gaps, United States General
Accounting Office, May 1994, GAO/HEHS-94-87.
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Create a seamless child care system.—The Governors
urge Congress to move toward a more seamless system in-
corporating all of the Federal child care programs. In gen-
eral, the belief that CCDBG should be the foundation for
that seamless system and that other Federal child care
programs, such as the Title IV-A [AFDC and Transitional]
and At-Risk Child Care programs, should be consolidated
with the Child Care and Development Block Grant to form
a single child care system operated by the States.

The Committee is committed to assisting states develop the most
efficient and effective use of federal funds provided for child care
assistance for low income families. In addition, as Congress under-
takes efforts to significantly reform the welfare system by consoli-
dating cash assistance and job training programs for welfare recipi-
ents, it must also simplify the delivery and administration of fed-
eral assistance for child care services.

By providing a single source of federal child care funding to the
States with much greater flexibility for administration, States will
be able to decide how best to use the funds, target funds toward
low income families in a rational fashion, and allow subsidies to
“follow the parent” in a seamless system that will help welfare re-
cipients move from welfare to long-term employment and independ-
ence.

Title 11—Food and Nutrition Programs

The federal government currently provides cash and commodity
support to child nutrition programs serving over 30 million chil-
dren and 1.5 million mothers. These programs provide Federal cash
and commodities to States to distribute to institutions serving
meals (or milk) to children in schools, in residential and non-resi-
dential child care facilities and summer camps. They also provide
aid to State health departments for supplemental nutrition pro-
grams for low-income women, infants and young children at nutri-
tional risk. Additional Federal support is also provided for the
State administrative costs of operating programs, nutrition edu-
cation and training, studies, research and evaluations, dietary
guidance, Federal review, and the operation of a Food Service Man-
agement Institute. Child nutrition programs include the school
lunch, school breakfast, child care food, summer food service, spe-
cial milk, nutrition education and training (NET), State adminis-
trative expenses, commodity distribution programs, and special
supplemental nutrition program for women, infants and children.

Over the years, as the number of Federal nutrition programs has
grown, so too have the number of Federal, regulations and admin-
istrative and operating requirements for them. There are now some
30 different reimbursement rates for lunches and/or suppers,
breakfasts, meal supplements (snacks) served to children in schools
and child care facilities, summer programs, universities participat-
ing in athletic programs for lower income children, and homeless
shelters.

Most of these reimbursements are accompanied by Federal laws
and regulations requiring schools and child care institutions to col-
lect income information on children and keep track of what is
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served, how much is served, and to whom it is served. In addition
to providing food supplements and nutrition education to poor
mothers and children, local WIC clinics are required to register vot-
ers, develop services for the homeless and provide referrals and co-
ordinate activities with a wide array of social services agencies.
Pages of Federal law and regulations also govern how States
achieve savings in buying foods contained in the WIC food package
and how they use these savings.

The Committee has heard a great deal of testimony concerning
the detailed and burdensome regulations which currently govern
the various child nutrition programs. For example, Marilyn Hunt,
Food Service Supervision, School District of LaCrosse, Wisconsin
testified:

The first thing that seems to me that needs to be ad-
dressed is the whole process of collecting, reviewing, sort-
ing, and tracking the income of the families who apply for
the meal benefits. Surely there are other agencies who are
gathering and tracking the very same data. You know, I
have one 10-month employee in my office that is there just
to keep track of this information and see that it is all in
order for an audit. It used to be that at the beginning of
the school year for the first two months all of us in the of-
fice really concentrated on the information with income
and collecting that data. But now we must continually up-
date that information, so it is become a full-time position.

Secondly, we need to have one program, and you heard
it mentioned here this morning already, to use a popular
word in our business, a seamless program.

I brought with me the file that we have to turn in order
to have the summer food service program in nine sites in
LaCrosse for a five-week program. This is what we send
into the State of Wisconsin in order to have that program.
As you can see, it takes a great deal of time to fill out all
of those forms. We need one contract for all programs with
one set of rules. We also need to eliminate some of the bur-
densome rules that are not friendly to children. For exam-
ple, checking their plates at the end of the line to see that
they have at least three items on their plate. That is no
way to teach children how to eat. They glare at us when
we tell them, you need to go back for one more item, then
they go get that item and later when they go to dump
their tray, they throw it away.

We would much rather be teaching children how to
make the right choices, and then they are much more like-
ly, we have learned from our experience, to take all the
items and to consume them.

The Committee believes that the consolidation of programs com-
bined with increased flexibility for the states offers a way out of
the myriad of Federal requirements and restrictions that currently
often force States and local agencies to spend nearly as much time
on paperwork and administration as they spend on feeding hungry
children.
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Title I11—Restrictions on Non-Citizens

Since the early 1930s, Congress has enacted social programs that
provide benefits to eligible persons through direct assistance to in-
dividual recipients or through Federal funding of State, local, and
non-profit organizations. More recently, Congress has begun limit-
ing eligibility for many of these programs based upon an individ-
ual’s status under immigration law.

As a beginning point, non-citizens who come into the United
States are broadly referred to as aliens. Immigration law defines
an alien as “any person not a citizen or a national of the United
States.” Aliens consist of two basic groups of people—immigrants
and nonimmigrants. Immigrants are persons admitted as perma-
nent residents of the United States. Nonimmigrants are admitted
temporarily as visitors for a specific purpose—for example, as tour-
ists, foreign students, diplomats, temporary agricultural workers,
exchange visitors, or intracompany business personnel. This latter
group is required to leave the country at the end of the time allot-
ted to them.

Generally, the conditions for the admission of immigrants are
much more stringent than for nonimmigrants, and fewer immi-
grants than nonimmigrants are admitted. However, once admitted
to the United States, immigrants are subject to few restrictions on
what they can do. They may accept and change employment, and
may apply for United States citizenship through the naturalization
process. Typically, an immigrant must reside in the United States
for five (5) years before becoming eligible for naturalization. In the
case of a spouse of a citizen, the time period is three (3) years.

By contrast, illegal or undocumented aliens enter the United
States by breaking the law—either by circumventing border inspec-
tions, or entering legally and overstaying their terms. The Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service (INS) has estimated that ap-
proximately 50% of illegal aliens consist of those who have stayed
beyond their term.

With respect to population, the annual increase in the population
of the United States as a result of legal and illegal immigration,
is slightly over one million people. Approximately 800,000 immi-
grants were admitted as permanent residents in Fiscal Year 1994.
This figure included 120,000 refugees and asylees previously ad-
mitted who adjusted to immigrant status.

The resident population of illegal aliens is estimated to be 3.4
million, with an annual growth of approximately 300,000. Of the
3.4 million illegal aliens, the largest numbers reside in seven
states. The states, from the largest to smallest numbers of illegal
aliens, are California, New York, Texas, Florida, lllinois, New Jer-
sey, and Arizona.

The eligibility of aliens for the major Federal benefits programs
(Aid to Families With Dependent Children, Supplemental Security
Income, food stamps, Medicaid, housing assistance, Legal Services
Corporation, Job Training Partnership Act, Social Security, Medi-
care, Unemployment Compensation, postsecondary student finan-
cial aid) depends on their immigration status, as well as eligibility
criteria which apply to United States citizens, such as financial
need. There is no uniform, across-the-board rule for all Federal pro-
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grams governing which categories of aliens are eligible for benefits.
Rather, alien eligibility requirements are generally contained in
laws governing the particular public assistance program.

Immigrants and other aliens who are legally present on a perma-
nent basis are generally eligible for the following major Federal as-
sistance programs: Supplemental Security Income for the Aged,
Blind, and Disabled (SSI), Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren (AFDC), Medicaid, food stamps, postsecondary student finan-
cial aid, and the Job Training Partnership Act. Under current law,
undocumented or illegal aliens are not within the category of eligi-
ble participants, nor are most aliens who are here in a legal tem-
porary status. In some cases, however, federal program require-
ments are silent regarding alien status. In addition, it should be
noted that illegal aliens are eligible for emergency Medicaid bene-
fits pursuant to statute, and to a free public elementary education
pursuant to court decision. Plyler v. Doe, 457 U.S. 202 (1982).

Until the early 1970s, Federal laws funding State and local as-
sistance programs contained no eligibility restrictions based on im-
migration status. State governments enacted laws denying various
benefits under State programs to certain legal aliens based on their
years of residence. However, a 1971 Supreme Court decision, Gra-
ham v. Richardson, 403 U.S. 365 (1971), declared these restrictions
to be unconstitutional. It is important to note that the decision
rested on the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amend-
ment as applied to States. The Court further noted that it has no
occasion to decide whether Congress, in the exercise of its immigra-
tion and naturalization power, could itself enact a statute imposing
on aliens a uniform Nationalwide residency requirement as a con-
dition of Federally funded welfare benefits.

The case most clearly distinguishing Federal authority to make
distinctions based upon alienage is Matthews v. Diaz, 426 U.S. 67
(1976). In upholding the constitutionality of a Federal statute
which made distinctions on alienage, the Court drew attention to
the broad authority of Congress to decide what aliens may enter
the National borders and the conditions of their stay.

With regard to Federal restrictions on Federal benefits, the Mat-
thews court stated:

[T]he fact that Congress has provided some welfare ben-
efits for citizens does not require it to provide like benefits
for all aliens. Neither the overnight visitor, the unfriendly
agent of a hostile foreign power, the resident diplomat, nor
the illegal entrant can advance even a colorable constitu-
tional claim to a share in the bounty that a conscientious
sovereign makes available to its own citizens and some of
its guests.

Since it is obvious that Congress has no constitutional
duty to provide all aliens with welfare benefits provided to
citizens, the party challenging the constitutionality of the
particular line Congress has drawn has the burden of ad-
vancing principled reasoning that will at once invalidate
that line and yet tolerate a different line separating some
aliens from others. * * * In short, it is unquestionably
reasonable for Congress to make an alien’s eligibility de-
pend on both the character and the duration of his resi-
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dence. Since neither requirement is wholly irrational, this
case essentially involves nothing more than a claim that it
would have been more reasonable for Congress to select
somewhat different requirements of the same kind. * * *
When this kind of policy choice must be made, we are es-
pecially reluctant to question the exercise of congressional
judgment.—426 U.S. at 80, 82-83, 84.

Finally, immigration law requires that immigrants establish that
they will not become a “public charge” after entry. As far back as
1882, this was a part of Federal immigration law. A principal way
of meeting this requirement under current law is by means of an
affidavit of support signed by a U.S. sponsor. In response to con-
cerns in the early 1980s about the difficulty of enforcing affidavits
of support and because of a belief that some newly-arrived immi-
grants were abusing the U.S. welfare system, legislation was en-
acted limiting the availability of benefits to sponsored immigrants
of SSI, AFDC, and food stamps. The enabling legislation for the
three programs was amended to provide that for the purpose of de-
termining financial eligibility for a designated time after entry, im-
migrants are deemed to have some portion of the income and re-
sources of their immigration sponsors available for their support.
The sponsor-to-alien deeming period is three years for AFDC and
food stamps, and has been temporarily increased for three to five
years for SSI, effective January 1, 1994 to October 1, 1996.

The Committee believes that further restrictions are necessary in
order to (1) clearly state that persons who reside in the United
States illegally are not eligible for benefits under the committee
programs, and (2) create a preference, in some cases, for citizens
of the United States over those who reside legally in this country
but are not citizens. Such a policy not only recognizes that citizens
have made a complete and permanent commitment to this country,
but also encourages others who reside in the United States to be-
come full participants in the society as citizens.

As introduced, H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, estab-
lished restrictive eligibility criteria for fifty-two (52) Federally-au-
thorized, needs-based programs, twenty-one (21) of which fell with-
in the jurisdiction of the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. H.R. 4 barred substantially all aliens from eligibility
for the twenty-one (21) programs. The only exceptions were for ref-
ugees for a period of six (6) years after arrival, lawful permanent
residents over age seventy-five (75) who have resided in the United
States for at least five (5) years, and aliens eligible on the date of
enactment for a period of one year.

The Economic and Educational Opportunities Committee, in re-
porting H.R. 999, revised the more generalized restrictions which
were included in H.R. 4, and carefully tailored eligibility for Fed-
eral assistance based upon distinctions between illegal aliens, cer-
tain categories of legal aliens, and citizens. Illegal aliens would be
barred from eligibility for the needs-tested programs under the
Committee’'s jurisdiction. The eligibility of certain legal aliens
would be restricted from some but not all programs.

The bill acknowledges those legal aliens who have made a com-
mitment to this Country—either through the active duty military
or through filing an application for naturalization—by providing
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eligibility for higher education and job training assistance. In addi-
tion, the bill provides a safety net for legal aliens in three pro-
grams. Legal aliens would specifically be eligible for emergency
food and shelter assistance, nutrition assistance under the School-
Based Block Grant, and nutrition assistance under the Family Nu-
trition Block Grant. Finally, H.R. 999, as reported, makes provision
for the special circumstances of refugees, the elderly, and those
who are eligible on the date of enactment (for a period of one year).

Title IV.—Work Requirements
BACKGROUND

Efforts by this Committee, and its predecessor, the Committee on
Education and Labor, to move individuals from welfare to work ex-
tend back to 1964, with the passage of the Economic Opportunity
Act (P.L. 88-462). A law designed to attack virtually all causes of
poverty. Under this law, a new Federal agency, the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity, was established to coordinate the antipoverty
effort. Education, employment and training were emphasized
through the new law, which provided work and training opportuni-
ties for in-school and drop-out youth (including the Job Corps), em-
ployment programs for low-income college students, and adult basic
education.

Title V of the Economic Opportunity Act authorized Work Expe-
rience Programs for heads of households who could not support
their families. The Education and Labor Committee report on the
legislation stated that the Committee expected four results from
the new program: expansion of Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) benefits to families with unemployed parents in
more states; extension of work and training opportunities to more
welfare families; training for welfare mothers; work and training
opportunities to more welfare families; and training for other needy
persons, such as general assistance recipients. The report said, “It
IS expected that programs combining constructive work and train-
ing through public assistance channels will serve as an effective de-
vice for reaching more of the unskilled unemployed and thereby
preserving their basic skills and initiatives.” The Committee in-
tended this program to work in coordination with the Manpower
Development and Training Act (MDTA), another program which
was within the Committee’s jurisdiction. During the program’s op-
eration, between 1965 and 1968, about 70 percent of Work Experi-
ence Program participants were welfare recipients.

Eventually, the Work Experience Program was replaced by the
Work Incentive (WIN) Program which was specifically placed under
the Education and Labor Committee’s sole jurisdiction in 1975
under the Rules of the House of Representatives. However, the law
failed to provide true employment opportunities for welfare moth-
ers.

While enacting employment and training programs for the poor
as part of the Economic Opportunity Act in 1964, the Committee
on Education and Labor also approved amendments to the MDTA,
refocusing those programs more specifically on low-income individ-
uals and public assistance recipients. The Committee subsequently
reported legislation, consolidating all employment-related programs
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for the disadvantaged, which was finally enacted as the Com-
prehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 (CETA). In 1976,
this Committee reported legislation, which was subsequently en-
acted, that focused the public service employment under CETA spe-
cifically on low-income individuals and AFDC recipients. As a re-
sult of the high incidence of fraud, waste and abuse under the
CETA program, specifically the public service repealed CETA, and
replaced it with the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA), designed
to provide employment and training services for economically dis-
advantaged individuals, including AFDC recipients. Currently,
about 40% of all females participating under the JTPA II-A pro-
gram for economically disadvantaged adults, are recipients of
AFDC.

In 1987, the Education and Labor Committee reported out the
Family Welfare Reform Act of 1987 which included the proposed
establishment of the Fair Work Opportunities Program. It was the
intent of this program, (which under the final legislation, the Fam-
ily Support Act of 1988, was renamed the Job Opportunities and
Basic Skills (JOBS) Program “to assure that needy children and
parents obtain the education, training, and employment which will
help them avoid long-term welfare dependence.”

NEED FOR LEGISLATION

There is overwhelming public support for the idea that any able-
bodied adult who becomes a public burden should work. (see, e.g.
“What To Do About Welfare,” The Public Perspective, Feb./March,
1995, pp. 39-46, citing December, 1994 survey showing 84% sup-
port strict work requirements.) Currently, all ablebodied adult re-
cipients of Aid to Families With Dependent Children (AFDC) must
participate in the Jobs Opportunity and Basic Skills (JOBS) pro-
gram. However, under this program, the emphasis is not on work
but instead on education and training activities which too often are
designed with little relevance to the realities of the working world.
In addition, the many statutory restrictions under the JOBS pro-
gram greatly hamper the ability of States to design more sensible
welfare-to-work systems which both meet their needs, and allow for
easier coordination and integration with other programs—the Job
Training Partnership Act in particular.

Based on these facts, it was the decision of this Committee to re-
peal the JOBS program, and replace it with mandatory work re-
quirements. This change, along with the work currently being done
in the Ways and Means Committee towards block granting AFDC
funds, will give States additional flexibility to implement new and
innovative approaches to transforming welfare recipients into
workforce participants.

WORK FIRST

The fact that work activities are not a priority under JOBS was
highlighted by Mark Greenberg, Senior Staff Attorney, Center for
Law and Social Policy. Mr. Greenberg testified before this Commit-
tee stating the following:

While the JOBS program has demonstrated a strong
commitment to education, its progress has been much less
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in those areas which involve direct employer linkages; job
placement and development activities, work
supplementation, and on-the-job training. The lack of
stronger employment linkages is of concern for several rea-
sons: First, in many instances, individuals do not wish to
participate in education; they want to enter employment
as rapidly as possible. In those cases, a more comprehen-
sive program could increase their employment opportuni-
ties. Second, the impact of education and training efforts
may be diminished when a program lacks the ability to
readily translate education gains into employment oppor-
tunities in the local community.

His testimony is supported by data from the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services (JOBS Program Information Memo-
randum, No. ACF-IM-94-8, September 29, 1994) which indicates
that for the most recent program year, almost 58 percent of JOBS
participants engaged in education and training related activities,
as compared to just 12.8 percent who were placed into work-di-
rected activities—including job search assistance (8%), community
work experience (4.3%), on-the-job training (0.2%), and work
supplementation (0.3%).

Additional evidence that the lack of priority on work in the JOBS
program is clearly the wrong approach in reducing welfare depend-
ency was provided by Michael Genest, Deputy Director, Welfare
Programs Division, California Department of Health and Human
Services, who testified on this point, stating:

(What we have found), thanks to Ms. Gueron’s evalua-
tion in the Manpower Demonstration Research Corpora-
tion (MDRC) report of our four California counties that
were extensively studied, is that the GAIN Program, and
I believe the other State’s jobs programs, can only be suc-
cessful when it is strongly focused on employment. | would
cite Riverside County as evidence for that, and the MDRC
report goes into some detail as to what caused that in Riv-
erside county, but basically | think the main thing that
sets Riverside apart and makes it the most effective wel-
fare-to-work program ever rigorously studied in this coun-
try is the management, the staff, the providers of service,
and the participants, all keep their attention focused on
that one goal of getting a job. | think that job focus is,
more than anything, responsible for why Riverside County
returned $2.84 of savings for every taxpayer dollar of cost.
The flip side of that, the other lesson that | think we have
learned, is that stressing long-term education and long-
term training as opposed to stressing immediate job place-
ment does not work. | would cite our Alameda County,
which was also part of the MDRC report, as evidence of
that * * *. In Alameda County they truly did focus on
long-term educational involvement to the exclusion of an
emphasis on an immediate job, and that is why their pro-
gram failed, and that is why it returned only 45 cents in
savings for every dollar of taxpayer investment, not an ac-
ceptable return on investment.
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Taking this, and other similar testimony into account, the Com-
mittee’s legislation replaces the concept of the JOBS program with
the idea of “work first”, in which work mandated recipients, cur-
rent and new, would be required to enter into private sector em-
ployment, subsidized employment, community work, on-the-job
training or job search assistance. Unlike the current JOBS pro-
gram, education and training is not permitted until a recipient has
participated in work or its is in conjunction with work. The legisla-
tion replaces the JOBS concept of “education and training first—
maybe work later”, with “work first.”

STATE FLEXIBILITY

The existing statutory restrictions under the current JOBS pro-
gram limit the flexibility for States to readily design and imple-
ment welfare-to-work programs which meet their needs. Ms. J.
Jean Rogers, Administrator, Division of Economic Support, Wiscon-
sin Department of Health and Human Services, provided testimony
on what Wisconsin would be able to do without these restrictions.

* * * we would help people who come to us find employ-
ment or alternatives to cash assistance before their appli-
cation is approved and they begin down the path of welfare
dependency. We have discovered in our early county pilots
that many individuals can be helped to maintain their eco-
nomic independence in this way, and we would like to
make cooperation in such efforts at self-sufficiency a re-
quirement of eligibility for welfare in the first place. How-
ever, under current law, this sensible approach requires a
Federal waiver.

Ms. Rogers continued:

We would also like to make participation in JOBS more
like a real job. Employers say that a positive attitude and
good work habits are the characteristics that they most
seek when making hiring decisions. Therefore, we would
pay cash assistance only for hours of successful completion
of program activities, making participation in JOBS must
like a wage. This is currently allowed only for two-parent
families, except with another Federal waiver. We would
also like to continue to encourage greater use of active pri-
vate employment as preparation to fully unsubsidized em-
ployment. Our experience shows that diverting some wel-
fare funds to temporarily help cover the wage and other
costs with a private employer is far more effective than
placing the same individual in a Government education or
training program alone. In fact, we are more than twice as
successful at placing individuals in employment with a pri-
vate company than we are in placing individuals who have
participated in any of our educational components, and yet
the current wage subsidy provision of the AFDC law called
work supplementation is extraordinarily complex, leading
to a low response rate by businesses. For instance, the law
says an employer cannot accept a subsidized employee in
an existing position. Instead, the employer has to create an
entirely new position. This is unreasonable. also, we might
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like to use a simple procedure giving clients vouchers for
wage subsidies. Instead, there is a very complicated proc-
ess for a business to claim wage subsidies under the cur-
rent law.

The Committee’s decision to repeal the JOBS program and re-
place it with a highly flexible, mandatory work provision, will allow
States to move forward with these types of innovations outlined by
Ms. Rogers.

ACCOUNTABILITY

State flexibility is key to the reform of our welfare system, but
the public also wants the assurance that States are held account-
able for placing able-bodied welfare recipients into work. Under
this legislation, States will be required to meet stringent participa-
tion rates in work activities. By the year 2003, 50 percent of the
adult welfare case load will be required to participate in work ac-
tivities, for a minimum of 35 hours per week. For two parent wel-
fare families these requirements would be even more strict, requir-
ing at least one parent to work a minimum of 35 hours per week
beginning in 1995. By 1998, States would have to ensure that at
least one parent is working in 97% of all two-parent families.

PENALTIES

Under the Committee language, penalties will be imposed upon
recipients refusing to work by requiring States to reduce their ben-
efits until they work. States will also have the option to terminate
all cash-benefits until they work. In addition to penalties placed
upon individuals failing to comply, States not meeting the partici-
pation rates are also subject to reductions in their overall funding
for failing to meet the minimum work participation requirements
I mentioned earlier.

The provision in this section strengthens the work requirements
so that we are able to truly move welfare recipients into self-suffi-
ciency, making them independent, productive taxpayers.

Title IV—Child Welfare/Child Protection Programs

Over the last two decades, Congress has created a patchwork of
child welfare/ child protection programs designed to:
Prevent, investigate and treat reported cases of child
abuse or neglect;
Provide preventive and support services, such as coun-
seling and drug treatment, to troubled families;
Place children who cannot remain with their families in
foster care and pay for their upkeep;
Unify foster children and their families or legally release
for adoption children who cannot be returned to their fami-
lies; and
Recruit appropriate adoptive families for hard-to-place chil-
dren, such as those who are older, have physical or mental dis-
abilities or are members of sibling groups.
The Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities has
jurisdiction over a number of statutes relating to family support
and child welfare. Several of these statutes, the Child Abuse Pre-
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vention and Treatment Act (CAPTA), the Child Abuse Prevention
and Treatment and Adoption Reform Act, and the Abandoned In-
fants Assistance Act, are scheduled to expire in 1995. The Commit-
tee on Ways and Means also has jurisdiction over major programs
that provide assistance for Child Welfare, Foster Care and Adop-
tion Assistance to the States.

CHILD PROTECTION SYSTEM IN CRISIS

As an estimated 1 million children fall victim to child abuse or
neglect on an annual basis, the average length a child stays in fos-
ter care have risen to over two years, and the number of adoptions
have steadily decreased, most citizens and advocates agree that the
Child Protection system is seriously flawed.

According to the 1991 Report of the U.S. Advisory Board on
Child Abuse and Neglect, “The system the nation has devised to re-
spond to child abuse and neglect is failing.”

The Report continues, “No matter which element of the system
that it (the Advisory Board) examined—prevention, investigation,
treatment, training, or research—it found a system in disarray, a
societal response ill-suited in form or scope to respond to the pro-
found problems facing it. It was forced to conclude that the child
protection system is so inadequate and so poorly planned that the
safety of the nation’s children cannot be assured.”

In conducting research on the child protection system, the Com-
mittee has been presented with evidence that the system has failed
in two ways—it unnecessarily intrudes in the family life of millions
of Americans who are wrongfully accused of child abuse or neglect,
and the system too often fails to protect children who are truly at
risk.

The stresses on the child protection system have dramatically in-
creased in the last several years. During the 1980's, two crises
greatly challenged the capacity of the child welfare system to pro-
tect children. First, beginning in the mid-1980's, the crack cocaine
epidemic dramatically changed the type of client being served by
the child welfare system. Whereas the typical foster care placement
in the 1970’s and early 1980’s involved neglect or highly episodic,
and stress related, abuse, the new crack cocaine cases frequently
involved much more severe and chronic abuse resulting in longer
and repeated stays in foster care.

Second, the 1980's saw an acceleration of the trend toward fa-
therless households. Given evidence that abuse is up to forty times
more likely to occur when the biological father is not living in the
home, the trend toward increasing father absence greatly increased
the number of children interacting with the child protection sys-
tem.

In addition, a philosophical change within the Child Welfare sys-
tem began to move programs toward an orientation of family unifi-
cation and family preservation. This philosophy of treatment took
the view that all families have some strengths upon which to build,
and that with appropriate early intervention and services, abuse
could be prevented. In addition, the philosophy held that, even
when abuse had occurred, through appropriate crisis intervention,
families could be strengthened and restored.
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Despite the prominence that this approach has gained, there are
experts who dispute the validity of the approach, at least in its
more extreme applications.

In testimony before the Subcommittee on Early Childhood, Youth
and Families and the Ways and Means Subcommittee on Human
Resources, Dr. Wade Horn, child psychologist and former Commis-
sioner for Children, Youth and Families in the Department of
Health and Human Services said,

Although some advocates of family preservation services
claim that out-of-home placement is prevented for as many
as 90% of children served, the few experimental evalua-
tions of family preservation services to date have not
shown substantially lower rates of placement in foster care
4-6 months after the termination of family preservation
services. In addition, according to Toshio Tatara of the
American Public Welfare Association, the dramatic in-
crease in children in foster care placements is not due to
an increase in the rate at which children are entering fos-
ter case, but rather to a significant decline in the rate at
which children are exiting foster care.2 Despite the ab-
sence of empirical evidence attesting to its effectiveness,
advocates for family preservation services were successful
in persuading Congress to legislate a new funding stream
which can be utilized only for family preservation and sup-
port services. Consequently, whether or not such services
are effective or best meet the needs of a particular commu-
nity, states are now required to use a substantial portion
of federal funds to provide family preservation services.

In his testimony before the Early Childhood, Youth and Families
Subcommittee on January 31, 1995, Congressman Tim Hutchinson
(AR) also raised concerns about the implications of a rigidly imple-
mented family preservation philosophy. “There is another side to
this problem and it is the one that | would like to focus on today—
the problem of too little intervention. The reality is that while child
welfare divisions are chasing down false accusations or even deal-
ing with minor cases of neglect, there are children who are being
beaten and killed.”

Hutchinson recounted the story of Kendall Shea Moore, who in
the first five months of his life had virtually every bone in his body
broken and his skull cracked. Authorities in Arkansas arrested the
child’s father and, as an accomplice, the baby’s mother. Hutchinson
described how the baby’'s father was sentenced to 28 years in pris-
on, and a five year sentence for the mother was downgraded to a
three year suspended sentence. Hutchinson further described how,
on January 18, 1995, just over nine months from the time Kendall
was admitted to the intensive care unit, he was permanently re-
turned to his mother’s custody.

Carol Bevan Statuto, of the National Council for Adoption, told
the Subcommittee, “It is time to put to rest the myth that all foster
care is bad for children and to expose the myth that biological ties
are the only real ‘ties that bind.””

2Tatara, T. U.S. Child Care Flow Data For FY 92 and Current Trends in the State Child Sub-
stitute Care Populations, VCIS Research Notes, no. 9 (August, 1993)
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In summary, Dr. Horn said, “The child welfare system is not only
in crisis, it is also at a crossroads. We must decide whether the so-
lution to today’s child welfare crisis is to continue down the road
we are on toward more federal oversight, more federal regulation,
and more federal micro-management of the child welfare system, or
to change directions and allow greater state flexibility and experi-
mentation. | am here to argue that one of the most important rea-
sons why the current system is in crisis is because of too much fed-
eral micro-management of the states and too little flexibility at the
state and local level.”

The Committee shares this view, and believes that fragmentation
of programs at the Federal level has hindered States from focusing
appropriate resources on solving problems with child welfare.

Rather than squandering federal resources in dozens of direc-
tions at once, with one hand not knowing at all what the other is
doing, the federal effort in child protection should be concentrated,
focused, and unified. By bringing multiple sources of funding to-
gether in one block grant, giving States flexibility in administering
the funds, and placing a premium on uniform data collection and
evaluation, we believe the federal role in child protection can be
greatly enhanced and improved.

Title V.—Related Provisions

Poverty data are used to allocate more than $20 billion in federal
funds to state and local governments. Currently, the only reliable
source of this data below the national level is the decennial census.

The Bureau of the Census, U.S. Department of Commerce does
produce annual estimates of the number of people in poverty for
the nation as a whole. The Census bureau also reports state level
poverty estimates each year, but does not consider those estimates
to be sufficiently reliable for programmatic purposes.

Because intercensal small area poverty estimates are not cur-
rently available, Congress and the Administration are forced to rely
on small area poverty data which may be up to thirteen years old.
This presents enormous problems for the formulation of sound and
coherent policy at the federal level, and often results in large shifts
of funding to state and local governments every 10 to 13 years.
These shifts often have a destabilizing effect on program oper-
ations.

Clearly, there is a need for more up to date estimates on poverty
at the state and local level. In addition, a comprehensive analysis
of this data over time will help Congress formulate sound policy
and better assess the effects of the policy it enacts. Sections 501
and 502 will give us these much needed tools.

SUMMARY

The following is a summary of the legislation as approved by this
Committee:

Title I.—Child Care Block Grant

Title 1 consolidates several federal child care programs into the
Child Care and Development Block Grant to create a single consoli-
dated program to assist low-income parents in paying for child
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care. The consolidation of these programs eliminates conflicting in-
come requirements, time limits, and work requirements between
the programs so federal child care funds may “follow the parent”
as they move from welfare to work. The block grant also gives
States much greater flexibility in targeting child care assistance,
and ensures that States set effective policies on health, safety, and
licensing standards.

The block grant creates a fair allocation formula that is based on
the amount of federal funds each State received in 1994 under the
four major child care programs—AFDC Child Care, Transitional
Child Care, At-Risk Child Care and the Child Care and Develop-
ment Block Grant. The grant also allows States to directly link
Child Care and Development Block Grant funds with other child
care funding from the AFDC block grant and the Social Security
Act Title XX block grant, without the conflicting federal income and
work eligibility requirements between programs.

Title I1.—Food Assistance Block Grants

Title Il consolidates several federal food and nutrition programs
and instead, creates two block grants to the States.

The School-Based Nutrition Block Grant is a capped entitlement
to the States which combines funding for the current National
School Lunch and Breakfast Programs. States are to provide such
funds to schools for the operation of school lunch and breakfast
programs, summer meal programs, low-cost milk service and before
and after school child care programs in order to meet the nutri-
tional needs of their school population. Of the amount provided to
each State, at least eighty percent of the funds must be used to
provide meals to low-income children. States are permitted to
transfer 20 percent of the funds in this block grant to other block
grants designated in this Act.

The Family Nutrition Block Grant combines funding for the Spe-
cial Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants and Chil-
dren (WIC), the Child and Adult Care Food, the Summer Food Pro-
gram and the Special Milk Program into a block grant to the
States. At least eighty percent of the Family Nutrition Block Grant
must be used for a program providing food supplements to preg-
nant, postpartum, and breastfeeding women, infants and children
based on an assessment of their nutritional risk. The remaining
funds are to be used to provide meals to low income children in
child care centers and family day care homes, to operate summer
meal programs for economically disadvantaged children, and to
provide low-cost milk to children in nonprofit nursery schools, child
care centers, settlement houses, summer camps and similar institu-
tions devoted to the care and training of children. States are per-
mitted to transfer 20 percent of the funds in this block grant to
other block grants designated in this Act.

Title I111.—Restricting Alien Eligibility

Title 11l bars illegal aliens from eligibility for Federal benefits
under certain needs-tested programs under the Committee’s juris-
diction, restricts the eligibility of certain legal aliens, and ensures
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that these programs appropriately provide for United States citi-
zens.

Title IV.—Other Repealers and Conforming Amendments
WORK REQUIREMENTS

Under Title 1V, the Job Opportunity and Basic Skills (JOBS) pro-
gram is repealed and replaced with mandatory work requirements
for recipients of AFDC.

Under the mandatory work requirements, all recipients of cash
assistance are subject to participate in designated work activities
for a specified amount of time (depending upon several factors). Re-
cipients whom the State has deemed fit for such activities must
participate or face financial sanctions. Under the legislation, States
are required to demonstrate that a minimum number of all recipi-
ents are in fact engaged and making progress in such activities or
face a reduction in their overall funding for the following year.
States demonstrating overall reductions in their welfare caseload
may count such reductions towards their participation.

Title V.—Related Provisions

Under Title V, the Secretary of Health and Human Services (in
consultation with the Secretary of Education) is required to publish
updated poverty estimates every two years. These updates must
begin in 1996 for state, county, and city poverty estimates, and in
1998 for school district poverty estimates. This section authorizes
the appropriation of $1.5 million per year to carry out these provi-
sions.

This Title also requires the Secretary of Health and Human
Services to publish data relating to participation in programs
under this Act. This data includes such factors as participation in
welfare, health, education, and employment training programs for
families and children, the duration of such participation, and the
effects of any changes in program participation. This data is to re-
flect the period 1993 through 2002. This section authorizes the ap-
propriation of $2.5 million in Fiscal Year 1996, $10 million in each
of Fiscal Years 1997 through 2002, and $2 million in Fiscal Year
2003.

EXPLANATION OF THE BiLL AND COMMITTEE VIEWS

Title I.—Child Care Block Grants

In reforming the Child Care and Development Block Grant, the
Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities (hereafter
referred to as the Committee) intends to create a system that: al-
lows more federal dollars to be made available for direct child care
services than under current authorities; provides flexibility for
States to develop more efficient systems for helping parents avoid
welfare or move from welfare to work; and, provides more choice
for parents to select quality child care settings for their children.

Title 1 consolidates eight separate federal child care programs
into a single consolidated block grant to assist low-income parents
in paying for child care. This consolidation eliminates conflicting
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income requirements, time limits, and work requirements between
the programs. These conflicting requirements have caused service
gaps, unnecessary paperwork, and disincentives for parents to
break free from dependence on cash assistance.

Under the new system, federal funds “follow the parent” as they
move from welfare to work. States will have much greater flexibil-
ity in targeting child care assistance and in merging federal child
care assistance with sources of State child care assistance.

In addition, this title ensures that States set effective policies on
health, safety, and licensing standards, but gives States the flexi-
bility to prescribe what these standards should be.

The reformed block grant also contains a key provision that gives
parents the authority to decide where to send their child for day
care services, creating a “parent-driven” system. This will allow
market forces and the competition for child care funds to help bring
improvements to the quality of child care available within a State.

The reformed block grant also frees over $200 million federal dol-
lars from centralized planning activities to be used directly for pro-
viding services. Further, matching funds previously required to be
spent by the State are no longer mandated to be spend on child
care. This will allow States to focus State-generated resources on
the most important State priorities. The reformed block grant,
linked with authority to pay for child care services under the Tem-
porary Family Assistance Block Grant and the Social Security Act
Title XX block grant, will, if fully appropriated, make more child
care dollars available than under current law.

The block grant also creates a fair allocation formula that is
based on the amount of federal funds each State received in 1994
under the four major child care programs—AFDC Child Care,
Transitional Child Care, At-Risk Child Care and the Child Care
and Development Block Grant. This approach in formulating the
State allocations will avoid the disruption of having a State receive
a smaller share of federal funds than in previous years.

Finally, the reformed block grants allows States to share up to
20 percent of block grant funds with the other federal Welfare
Block grants—AFDC, Child Care, Child Protection, School-based
Nutrition, Family Nutrition—so that a State may target resources
to pressing needs in priority areas of reform.

DISCUSSION OF PROVISIONS IN TITLE I

Section 101 contains amendments to the Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant Act of 1990.

Program goals

Section 101(a) amends section 658A of the Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant of 1990 by inserting the words "AND GOALS”
after “TITLE". Subsection (a) further amends 658A by inserting a
new subsection (b) that includes five goals.

The Committee believes that establishing goals for the states,
with proper assessments and accountability for results in relation-
ship to these goals, rather than the current fragmented and highly
regulatory federal system of support for child care, will provide
more efficient and effective use of the federal funds.

Following is an explanation of each goal:
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(1) Provide States maximum flexibility in developing child care
programs that best suit the needs of their residents.

In providing federal support for child care, Congress has not pre-
viously made a serious attempt to develop systems that can be well
coordinated at the State level. States and local providers spend on
inordinate amount of effort and energy trying to integrate federal
and state funding sources so they can provide a set of seamless
services to parents. An administrator in a large city told committee
staff that, of the thirty financial personnel employed to administer
and coordinate federal and state funding sources, fifteen positions
could be eliminated if the Child Care and Child Protection block
grants are enacted. Generally, States and local providers have inte-
grated programs in such a way that parents are unaware of the
many different sources of funding paying for their child’'s care.
However, enormous resources are directed at these administrative
issues rather than allowing a greater focus on services to families
and improving the quality of these services.

Douglas J. Besharov, resident scholar at the American Enter-
prise Institute for Public Policy Research, said in testimony before
the Subcommittee on Early Childhood, Youth and Families and the
Ways and Means Subcommittee on Human Resources,

Annoying as it is for families, the morass of programs is
a nightmare to administer. “Child care providers spend
more time trying to coordinate programs than operate
them,” protests one agency executive. Fitting the various
pieces of funding together is like trying to complete a hug
Jigsaw puzzle. Needless to say, federal funds don't simply
flow in: Each comes with its own complicated application
and approval process that forces many programs to employ
at least one full-time staff person to coordinate funding
and document eligibility—resources that would be better
spend on the children.

(2) Promote parental choice to empower working parents to make
their own decisions on the child care that best suits their family’s
needs.

There are numerous arrangements that parents may make for
child care, including parent care, relative care, in-home care, family
day care, and center-based care. According to the National Child
Care Survey of 1990, for children under age 5, a total of 48 percent
of children were cared for by a parent, 22 percent by a relative, 2
percent by a non-relative in the home, 8 percent in family day care,
15 percent in centers, and 6 percent in other arrangements.

For children age 5-12, a total of 48 percent of children were
cared for by a parent, 20 percent by a relative, 4 percent by a non-
relative in the home, 4 percent in family day care, 6 percent in cen-
ters, and 19 percent in other arrangements.

As there are numerous arrangements for child care available to
parents, there are also many perspectives on what is important in
choosing day care, and what constitutes “quality.”

As Larner and Phillips state,

Parents care about child care quality, but they define
quality in relation to the needs of their own children * * *
In contrast to professionals, parents want assurances that
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their individual child’s experiences will be safe, pleasant
and developmentally sound. The critical difference between
parent and professional perspectives on child care is that
parents are seeking a child care arrangement that will
meet the needs of their own child and family; they bear no
broader responsibility for the child care field. They need
only find one arrangement, but their stake in the quality
of that arrangement is immense.3

The Committee believes that, for welfare reform to be truly effec-
tive, parents must fully assume the responsibilities of parenthood.
Among these responsibilities is the need to ensure that one’s child
is cared for in a safe and positive environment. Ensuring parental
choice is a vital component to helping parents carry out their role.

(3) Encourage States to provide consumer education information
to help parents make informed choices about child care.

The Block Grant encourages States to provide consumer informa-
tion to parents on child care so that they may make informed
choices. The Committee believes that providing information to con-
sumers about sources of child care and elements that may indicate
quality of care is an important determinant of the quality of care
that children receive. Under the block grant, not only will parents
exercise control over where their child receives care, they will have
available to them a greater breadth of knowledge to inform their
choice.

(4) Assist States to provide child care to parents trying to achieve
independence from public assistance.

This goal recognizes that securing affordable, consistent child
care services can eliminate a major barrier to a parent, particularly
a single parent, entering the work force and transitioning away
from dependence on public assistance. In this context, subsidies for
child care are appropriate, not only for the welfare recipient getting
training or beginning employment, but also for low-income working
poor parents that may have never been on welfare.

The Committee also recognizes that, as States work to move re-
cipients off public assistance, they may rightfully choose to target
welfare recipients who are the most employable, such as two par-
ent families, individuals with higher educational achievement, or
individuals with school-age children. This type of flexibility in
targeting individuals for transition off welfare can help a state
avoid a sudden increase of demand for the most expensive types of
child care.

(5) Assist States in implementing State health, safety, licensing
and registration standards.

The Block Grant achieves this goal in two fashions. First, it re-
lieves the State of the burden of developing and implementing four
individual sets of requirements for health, safety and licensing
from the four major separate federal programs. It provides States
flexibility in establishing these standards, and also, through a more
flexible funding structure, allows States to merge federal and state
funds to improve child care programs.

3“Defining and Valuing Quality As a Parent,” Mary Larner and Deborah Phillips. Valuing
Quality in Early Childhood Services, 1994, Paul Chapman Publishing, Ltd., London, England.
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The Committee expects that states will utilize this flexibility and
opportunity for a more efficient system, and not apply different cri-
teria or rules to child care provided through federal funds than
apply to comparable child care not subsidized by federal funds.

Authorization of appropriations

Section 101(b) amends Section 658B of the Act, AUTHORIZA-
TION OF APPROPRIATIONS, to include the following authoriza-
tions: $1,943,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999
and 2000.

The Committee chose this authorization level to reflect federal
spending in FY 1994 on the four major child care programs, Child
Care for AFDC, Transitional Child Care, At-Risk Child Care, and
the Child Care and Development Block Grant. FY 1994 is the most
recent year for which federal funds, some of which were tied to
State matching requirements, have been verified.

Lead entity

Section 101(c) amends 658D of the Act by changing the term
“agency” to “entity”, and by replacing the term “lead agency” with
“lead entity” throughout the Act.

The term “agency” was changed to “entity” to allow States more
flexibility in determining how the block grant would be adminis-
tered. Under this change, an entity, chosen by the State, but not
necessarily on the level of a State agency, could be established to
administer the block grant.

State plan requirements

Section 101(d) amends Section 658E of the Act to clarify that the
State plan length is two years.

Section 101(d) also maintains the requirements that the State as-
sure that parents are given a choice of child care providers.

In paragraphs (B) Unlimited Parental Access, and (C) Parental
Complaints, the bill changes the phrase “provide assurances” to
“certify.”

The Committee intends this to reflect a change in the approval
process followed by the Secretary of HHS. In this new approach,
the Committee intends for the Secretary’s ability to shape the con-
tent of the State plan to be limited. For functions in which the
State should have in effect certain procedures and policies, it must
certify that such procedures policies are actually in effect. For other
functions that the State intends to carry out in the grant period,
the State plan should require an assurance that the proposed ac-
tion will be carried out.

In reviewing the State plan, the Secretary may determine the
form in which the plan is submitted and determine what informa-
tion the State presents in the plan. However, unlike the existing
approval process, the Secretary is only authorized to ensure that
the plan submitted includes the certifications and assurances called
for by the statute. The Secretary does not have authority to require
changes in the State’s plan unless the plan does not include the
basic elements called for by the statute, or when based on the con-
tent of the plan, it is clear that the State would be expending fed-
eral funds on activities not authorized by law.
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The Committee believes that this approach is necessary to en-
sure that States are given the necessary flexibility to design pro-
grams of child care assistance that address needs within the State
and that are within the broad parameters of the law.

Consumer education

The bill inserts a new subparagraph (D) on Consumer Education
Information, an assurance that the State will collect and dissemi-
nate consumer information that will promote informed child care
choices.

The language in the current statute on consumer education infor-
mation is weighted toward information on regulatory and licensing
requirements, complaint procedures, and child care policies and
practices within the State. The Committee believes that the infor-
mation collected and disseminated by the State should directly sup-
port the goal of helping parents make informed child care choices.
The Committee also notes that consumer information should not
only include sources of subsidized care, but should make a con-
certed effort to provide information on other sources of affordable
care, such as family and relative care.

Health and safety, licensing

Several significant changes were made by the Committee to Sub-
paragraphs (E) through (1), which relate to State health and safety
and licensing requirements. The Committee believes that States
are committed to protecting the health and safety of children in
day care settings. In fact, many States have self-imposed health
and safety standards that exceed established federal standards.
This being the case, opponents of change would argue that these
specific requirements need not be deleted from the current law.

Although the Committee fully expects that States will create and
enforce standards to protect the health and safety of children in
day care, the Committee wants to ensure that States are actually
carrying out these plans, not just putting a written assurance on
paper. We recognize that when lapses in health and safety occur,
they are generally caused by lapses in enforcement, not because of
standards that are too weak.

In trying to simplify the reporting requirements imposed by the
federal government on the States, the Committee intends to focus
more attention on actual results and performance in day care serv-
ices than on just meeting the written requirements of the State
plan.

In subparagraph (E), the Committee has added the words
“health, safety” to the existing requirement that all providers com-
ply with State established licensing and regulatory requirements.
Under this requirement, each State must certify that it has estab-
lished procedures to ensure that all child care service providers
within the State comply with State-established health, safety, and
licensing or regulatory requirements, and shall provide a detailed
description of such requirements and how they are enforced.

Clause (ii), which required all providers to be licensed with the
State prior to receipt of funds under this Act, is deleted. The Com-
mittee recognizes that, in most circumstances, it is advisable for
States to establish registration procedures for informal care provid-
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ers wishing to participating in programs funded under this block
grant, and the bill does not prohibit the State from establishing
such registration requirements.

Subparagraph (F), which specifies the basic elements that State
licensing must cover—prevention and control of infectious diseases,
building and physical premises safety, and minimum health and
safety training—is deleted. State laws are perfectly sufficient to en-
sure that health and safety standards set by the State include
these type of elements without federal directives.

Subparagraph (G), an assurance that the State will ensure that
providers comply with State health and safety requirements, is de-
leted because it is duplicative of the revised subparagraph (E), al-
ready referred to.

Subparagraph (H), which requires the State to give the Secretary
of HHS advance notice if it plans to reduce the level of its health
and safety standards, is deleted. Although it is very unlikely that
States will do so, special circumstances within a State may neces-
sitate minor changes in health and safety standards. In this cir-
cumstance, the State does not need to report this in its annual re-
port to the Secretary. The Committee further notes that the revised
standards will be described in detail in the State's next biennial
State plan submitted to the Secretary.

Subparagraph (I) provides assurances that, not later than 18
months after the submittal of a State plan, the State must com-
plete a full review of licensing and regulatory policies. This require-
ment imposes an unnecessary requirement on the States and is de-
leted.

“Infant Doe” protections

During mark-up, the Committee adopted an amendment by Con-
gressman Owens to insert a new state plan requirement, Section
(F) MebicaL NEGLECT oF DisaBLED INFANTS. Section (F) duplicates
the so-called “Infant Doe” language from section 107(b)(10) of the
Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act, that is repealed under
Title 1V of H.R. 999. In the new paragraph (F), the State must cer-
tify that it has in place procedures for responding to the reporting
of medical neglect of infants, including disabled infants with life-
threatening conditions. The Owens amendment also inserted the
related definition of “WITHHOLDING OF MEDICALLY INDI-
CATED TREATMENT” from Section 113(10) of the Child Abuse
Prevention and Treatment Act as a new paragraph (13) in Section
658P of the statute.

In May of 1992 in Indiana, a disabled newborn died because the
parents and the physician decided to withhold treatment and sub-
stance. This and similar cases became known as the “Infant Doe”
issue. The Reagan Administration subsequently tried to prohibit
such withholding of treatment and sustenance through regulation,
but two different sets of regulations were overturned in federal dis-
trict courts. The 98th Congress amended the Child Abuse Preven-
tion and Treatment Act (P.L. 98-457) to provide the statutory basis
for this policy.
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Supplementation

Subparagraph (J), requiring States to assure that federal funds
will supplement, not supplant, use of State funds for child care, is
deleted. As part of the reformed Child Care and Development Block
Grant and the accompanying social policy block grants, the federal
role in assisting States with welfare reform is being significantly
altered. Forcing a State to comply with a “supplement, not sup-
plant” requirement during a time of tremendous programmatic
change would impose a very difficult accounting requirement on
the States, would be difficult for the federal government to enforce,
would conflict with the goal of giving States greater flexibility, and
would not provide a discernible programmatic benefit.

Use of funds

The Section also request that funds under this subchapter be
used for child care services, for activities to improve the quality or
availability of such services, or for other activities that the State
deems appropriate to realize any of the goals specified in the bill.
The section also authorizes funds to be used for other purposes if
they are transferred to any of the other social policy block grants.

The Committee has chosen to give the States wide latitude in the
use of federal child care funds. We recognize the priority of provid-
ing direct services to parents through the use of vouchers or service
contracts to providers. The State may also with to fund activities
to improve quality by providing training of child care workers, sal-
ary enhancement, monitoring of providers, and other purposes.

The statute requires States to consult with local government as
it develops the State plan. The Committee also encourages States
to utilize public hearings to allow citizens to provide input in the
development of the State plan.

The Committee believes that, while States will undoubtedly use
resources to help parents of pre-school children move from welfare
to work, there is also the need to provide resources for before- and
after-school day care programs. In fact, the work requirements of
the Temporary Family Assistance Act will be phased in to require
that fifty percent of eligible welfare recipients participate in a work
activity or activities by the year 2003. The Committee notes that
this requirement is phased in gradually and that, unlike the exist-
ing JOBS program, the State is able to target parents who are the
most employable. Parents with older, school-aged children that par-
ticipate in before- and after-school day care programs could be
more easily employable, and would require lower-cost day care
services than would infants and toddlers.

The Committee also believes it is important to ensure that for-
profit providers are fully integrated into the State’s child care de-
livery system. For-profit day care centers report that they are only
utilizing 65 to 70 percent of their capacity, and can readily absorb
greater numbers of children receiving day care subsidies.

The State may also choose to use funds under this Act to provide
tax relief and tax credits for child care expenses incurred by eligi-
ble parents.
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Administrative costs

The bill further limits State administrative costs to five percent.
The Committee is very concerned that, as federal funds are moved
to greater State control in this block grant, that federal bureauc-
racy not be replaced by a burgeoning State bureaucracy. Estimates
of State costs among the different child care programs are thought
to average around seven percent. However, with greater efficiencies
realized by one administrative and financial structure, we expect
that States will be readily able to meet the five percent limitation.
We also note that the reformed block grant is freeing up the State
from significant matching fund responsibility, and this change will
additionally ease the administrative burden on the States in the
use of federal funds.

Payment rates

The bill maintains the existing requirement that payment rates
be sufficient to ensure equal access to child care services for eligi-
ble children. However, the bill deletes the requirement that the
payment rates take into account variations in settings, age groups,
and special needs of certain children. The bill also deletes the re-
quirement that States establish a sliding fee scale and periodically
revise the fee scale by regulation. The Committee recognizes that,
in order to meet the requirement that payment rates are sufficient,
States will take into account differentials in location, age of the
child, and special needs. We further believe that States will estab-
lish sliding fee scales to account for rising incomes of employed par-
ents. However, federal oversight of such issues is not necessary
when the basic requirement of sufficient payment rates is in effect.

Section 101(e) makes a conforming amendment to section
658F(b)(2), limitations on State Allotments, by eliminating the ref-
erence to section 658(e)(2)(F).

Quality and availability activities

Section 101(f) repeals earmarked required expenditures by strik-
ing sections 658G and 658H.

The Committee recognizes the legitimate concerns by advocates
about the need for quality in child care, and the legitimate role of
before- and after-school care programs in providing an important
source of child care services.

First, it is important to note, that in deleting the set-aside in the
block grant for quality and availability activities, Congress in no
way impedes States from using block grant funds for such pur-
poses. If States believe activities like worker training, salary en-
hancement, or activities to establish before- and after-school care
programs are an important component of building a viable child
care infrastructure, they are free to use these funds in that man-
ner.

However, the Committee does not believe it is appropriate for
Congress to restrict these funds to these purposes only. In other
areas of human services delivery within the economy, government
plays a proper role in enforcing health and safety standards. But
in terms of producing a supply of quality service providers, direct
funding by government sources has not proven to be a particularly
efficient use of funds.
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As Larner and Phillips observe,

The views of early childhood professionals have long
dominated discussions of what constitutes quality in early
childhood programs; professionals determine the content of
training for those who establish and staff child care pro-
grams; they set criteria for recognizing excellence within
the profession; and their expert judgments about quality
may inform the policy-makers who set regulatory policies.
* * * Yet no one who has been or known a parent who
used child care would suggest that parents do not care
about child care quality.

Larner and Phillips also provide insights on what constitutes
quality in the minds of parents.

The concept of fit should be considered not only from the
child’s perspective, but from the family perspective. High-
quality child care is designed to enable adult family mem-
bers to meet their goals as workers or students, and as
parents—without worrying about the safety, the well-
being, and the development of their children.

The Committee believes that, within the parameters of State es-
tablished and enforced health and safety standards, placing more
funding in the hands of parents—the consumer—will produce a
supply of child care that is higher in quality, and is more flexible
and responsive to the changing needs of parents than a system
that is initiated and funded through direct governmental subsidy
and contracts.

Child care standards report

Section 101(g) amends section 6581, Administration and Enforce-
ment, by eliminating a requirement that the Secretary collect and
publish a list of State child care standards at least once every 3
years. These standards will be described in detail by the States
when they submit their State plans every two years.

Obligation of funds

Section 101(h) amends section 658J, spending of funds by State
to allow States two years to obligate funds, rather than four years
to expend funds.

Annual reports, evaluation plans

Section 101(i) amends section 658K to include annual reports,
evaluation plans and reports on an alternating two year basis, and
independent audits to be completed at two year intervals.

The changes made to the Annual Report require the State to col-
lect and report data on the manner in which the child care needs
of families within the State are being fulfilled. This set of data ele-
ments, more detailed than report elements required under existing
law, will provide a consistent set of data that will provide informa-
tion about the number of children being served in each State, de-
mographic information about the families of such children, infor-
mation about types of public assistance and income received by
these families, information about the availability and costs of child
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care services within the state, information about consumer infor-
mation in the State, and the numbers of types of parental com-
plaints filed within the State.

Through these reforms, the Committee hopes to transform the
federal role in provision of child care services from one of regu-
latory compliance enforcement to a more positive and effective role
of encouraging continual improvement and change through a focus
on results and measurable outcomes. At the same time, the Com-
mittee is very sensitive to concerns that data requirements be real-
istic for States to collect and report. The Committee does not wish
to replace the burden of federal micromanagement and regulatory
compliance with an equally heavy burden of data collection. Data
collection and reporting is only relevant if it helps create a positive
environment of accountability and encourages further system im-
provement.

The section also requires States to develop evaluation plans and
carry out these evaluations on a biennial basis. Each State’s eval-
uation plan will provide a qualitative analysis of the extent to
which the State has realized each of the five goals of the reformed
Block Grant. The State will indicate how it will measure the suc-
cess of implementation of the Block Grant, and one year later, will
report the results of its evaluation.

Section 101(j) amends provisions within section 658L, Report by
the Secretary, to make such reports to Congress delivered every
two years.

Allotments, allocations

Section 101(k) amends provisions within section 6580, Amounts
Reserved, Allotments.

First, the section removes the Trust Territories of the Pacific Is-
land from the set-aside for Possessions.

Secondly, it creates a new allocation formula. The amount of ag-
gregate federal funds received by each State under the four major
child care programs in FY 1994 is first calculated. Next, the State’s
allocation share relative to what all the States received in FY 1994
is determined. For future years, this allocation share is multiplied
by the total number of federal funds appropriated to determine the
State’s annual share.

The section also deletes the Secretary’s reallotment authority.
The Committee does not believe it is appropriate for the Secretary
to exercise authority to determine if any portion of the State’s
share is not necessary to carry out the State plan for child care
services delivery.

Definitions

Section 101(l) amends section 658P, conforming the definition of
“lead agency.” The section also inserts a new definition of “Child
Care Services” which is based upon several regulatory definitions
of child care services. The definition gives a description of child
care services, and also allows that the definition may include early
childhood development services.
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Transfer authority

Section 101(m) inserts “section 658T"” which allows governors the
ability to transfer a total of up to 20 percent of funds appropriated
under the Child Care and Development Block Grant to one or more
of the following: the Temporary Family Assistance Block Grant,
School-Based Nutrition Block Grant, the Family Nutrition Block
Grant, Child Protection Block Grant, Social Services Block Grant
(title XX of the Social Security Act). The bill also requires that
rules of the block grant to which funds are transferred apply.

This transfer authority, replicated in other social policy block
grants, is predicated on the belief that the block grants all support
a broad purpose—to foster the independence, self-sufficiency, nutri-
tion, and protection of low-income citizens within the State. Since
States are being given the responsibility to coordinate a wide range
of services and interventions to serve low-income parents and chil-
dren, the States should also have flexibility to move a limited
amount of funds between the block grants to meet unique and
pressing service needs that arise within a State.

It should be emphasized that the ability to transfer funds from
the Child Care and Development Block Grant is not an open-ended
opportunity for states to use funds in whatever means it wishes.
The funds may only be transferred for the related purposes listed
above, and then only to carry out a state program under a related
block grant. Transferred funds could not be used, for example, to
pay penalties imposed upon a state for failing to meet mandatory
work requirements under a Temporary Family Assistance Block
Grant program. Using federal funds to pay penalties would not be
consistent with the direction that funds be used only to carry out
the state program.

Repeals of programs to be consolidated

Section 102 contains repeals of child care assistance authorized
by acts other than the Social Security Act.

Section 102(a) repeals Child Development Associate Scholarship
Assistance Act of 1995.

Section 102(b) repeals State Dependent Care Development
Grants Act.

Section 102(c) amends Programs of National Significance by de-
leting authority to provide child care services using program funds.

Section 102(d) repeals the Native Hawaiian Family-Based Edu-
cation Centers.

Section 103 contains repeals of certain child care programs au-
thorized under the Social Security Act.

Section 103(a) delete authorization for the AFDC and Transi-
tional Child Care Programs.

Section 103(b) deletes authorization for the At-Risk Child Care
Program.

Title 11.—Food and Nutrition Programs

The food and nutrition programs affected by H.R. 999 are
amongst the most important programs within the Committee’s ju-
risdiction. Certainly that can be said about the school lunch pro-
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gram and WIC, both of which have long had, and continue to have,
bipartisan support in the Committee.

But even these programs are hardly perfect. For years, school ad-
ministrators have complained, with ever increasing reason, of the
horrendous amounts of paperwork required. A recent publication of
the American Food Service Association says this:

School nutrition programs have become increasingly
complex and more costly due to overly prescriptive, intru-
sive and restrictive federal regulations. Although there has
been extensive communication with USDA, little progress
has been made in simplifying regulations and limiting reg-
ulations to those specifically required by law. Overarching
concepts for regulatory design and recommendations for
reducing administrative burdens need to be addressed in
USDA's regulation agenda in the immediate future.

The publication went on to outline 4 “overarching concepts” for
needed reforms to the school lunch program.

Minimize federal bureaucracy by simplifying program stat-
utes and restricting federal regulatory authority;

Allow for greater flexibility in states and local school dis-
tricts;

Provide outcome-based rather than process-based regula-
tions; and

Recognize and maximize use of technology.

As in other areas of social policy, in the area of school nutrition,
Congress has created multiple programs without considering the ef-
fect of doing so. Testifying before the Committee, Mr. Patrick Tem-
ple West, Director of Nutrition Development Services, Archdiocese
of Philadelphia said,

We need only one child meals program. There are two
major laws governing child meals programs, the National
School Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition Act. The loca-
tion of each program in these two laws is historical and ar-
bitrary. For example, school lunch is governed by one.
School breakfast by the other. We recommend that they be
combined into one piece of legislation.

There are five sets of regulations regulating each pro-
gram. We recommend one set of regulations for all of
them. We recommend one program be created providing
meals to children in different locations, under different cir-
cumstances and just as the childcare program now does
with different reimbursement rates and administrative re-
qguirements. There can be specified for each of the special
circumstances such as in school, during the summer in
childcare, or in homeless shelters, et cetera.

At the very least, this recommendation would halve the
legislative overhead of these programs, reduce the number
of entitled programs by four, reduce the code of Federal
regulations by quarter of an inch, reduce the legislative
staff time and cost, reduce legislative printing cost, reduce
the USDA staff time writing the legislation, reduce print-
ing costs to the code of Federal regulations and possibly re-
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duce the number of USDA and administrative staff
overseeing the programs.

The WIC program has been similarly overburdened with federal
regulations and rules, which may be well-intended, but take sub-
stantial resources away from the basic intent of the program,
which is to provide proper nutrition for low income children and ex-
pectant mothers. In addition, WIC and other nutrition programs
targeted at low income families must compete for funds with food
programs which are not so targeted, specifically the Family Day
Care food program which is part of the Child Care and Adult Food
Program. The Congressional Budget Office has estimated that
three-fourths of the families that receive food assistance under that
program do not qualify as low income.

The Committee bill would focus more funds on low income fami-
lies and children, reduce federal regulations and paperwork, ensure
the maintenance of nutritional standards for the food and nutrition
programs, and, allow more money to be used for actually providing
food for low income children and families.

Focusing dollars on low income children and families

The major focus of the current nutrition programs has been on
meeting the nutritional needs of low income children and their
families. The School-Based Nutrition Block Grant and the Family
Nutrition Block Grant maintain an emphasis on meeting the needs
of low income individuals.

The Family Nutrition Block Grant ensures that all funds pro-
vided are used to serve children and families with incomes below
185 percent of poverty and allows States the flexibility to focus
such dollars on those individuals in greatest need. In crafting this
legislation, it was the decision of the Committee to limit payments
for meals in family day care homes to those children from families
with incomes below 185 percent of poverty. The elimination of ben-
efits to middle and upper income children assisted the Committee
in achieving budget savings without reducing benefits to low in-
come children.

Similarly, the School-Based Nutrition Block Grant requires that
at least 80 percent of available funding is to be use to provide
meals to low income children. States would not be prevented from
using 100 percent of available dollars to meet the needs of low in-
come children. However, the Committee decided to provide States
with the flexibility to offset the cost of meals to children with fam-
ily incomes above 185 percent of poverty if necessary to ensure the
operation of school meal programs to meet the nutritional needs of
low income children. The definition of low income in this block
grant is left to each State; however, it cannot exceed 185 percent
of poverty.

Reducing Federal regulations and paperwork requirements

Through the creation of two consolidated nutrition programs,
with flexible requirements for the States, the Committee has ad-
dressed a major criticism of federal nutrition programs. Through-
out the years, program operators have complained that they spend
so much time complying with regulations and filling out paperwork
that attention to serving the needs of children and other program
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beneficiaries has been diminished. It is the hope of the Committee
that States will not replace federal regulations with a comparable
amount of State regulations but will develop alternative mecha-
nisms of ensuring program accountability and eliminating fraud
and abuse in these programs. For instance, States could use demo-
graphic data to determine the amount of funds to be provided to
individual school districts rather than relying on the cumbersome
and time-consuming application process currently used.

Meeting the needs of low income families in times of crisis

In order to ensure that States have the flexibility to meet the nu-
tritional needs of low income children and families during a reces-
sion or to meet individual crises which may affect the ability of
school districts to meet the needs of low income children, the Com-
mittee has provided for the transfer of 20 percent of available
funds among the two nutrition block grants as well as the other
block grants designated in this Act. In addition, block grant funds
remain available to States for the fiscal year they are initially pro-
vided as well as one additional fiscal year. This will allow States
to hold an amount of funds in reserve to deal with periods of in-
creased participation.

We also believe that States will move to assist low income fami-
lies in a period of crisis. For example, in the School Lunch Pro-
gram, more than 30 States contribute state funds to the school
lunch program in excess of the required State match.

Finally, we trust that Congress, during periods of great hardship,
would provide supplemental funds to meet the needs of our chil-
dren.

Maintaining the integrity of the WIC Program

Over the years, the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for
Women, Infants and Children has proved to be effective in reducing
low weight infant births and birth defects due to a mother’s lack
of proper nutrition during pregnancy. The Committee bill not only
ensures the continuation of this program and the elements which
have led to the program’s success but also allow for increased fund-
ing above that which would otherwise be provided.

To begin with, the Committee has provided that at least eighty
percent of the Family Nutrition Block Grant must be used for the
purposes of the existing WIC program. This provision should allow
States to serve increasing numbers of participants over the next
five years. In addition, States may also use a larger portion of their
Family Nutrition block grant for this purpose.

Program goals have been included in this legislation which will
continue key features of the WIC programs. These features include,
the nutrition education component of the WIC program, a nutri-
tional risk assessment and a food package based on such assess-
ment, the referral of women to appropriate health services and the
provision of food assistance to participants which will reduce the
number of low birth weight babies and babies born with birth de-
fects as a result of nutritional deficiencies. States will be required
to report to the Secretary regarding their success in achieving such
goals.
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States must submit to the Secretary of Agriculture on a yearly
basis a report on the number of individuals receiving assistance
under the Family Nutrition Block Grant, the type of assistance pro-
vided and the standards and method the State is using to ensure
the nutritional quality of such assistance. Finally States are re-
quired to report on the number of low weight births in each State
in the current fiscal year compared to the prior fiscal year. It is ex-
pected that this information will allow States and the Secretary to
determine the effectiveness of state nutrition programs for women,
infants and children reducing low birthweight births and improving
pregnancy outcomes.

While the Committee has provided flexibility to States to conduct
nutrition programs the Committee expects that efforts that have
proven effective in the past in achieving the goals of the program,
such as drug and alcohol education and breastfeeding promotion,
will continue.

It is the view of the Committee that States have a fundamental
interest in preserving the health of their citizens. Nutritional as-
sistance is a primary mechanism to ensure the continued health of
low income children and their families. As such, the Committee be-
lieves that the huge number of “how to” federal rules and regula-
tions are not necessary and in fact often impede effective nutrition
programs as well as waste to taxpayer’'s money.

The Committee anticipates that States will employ cost contain-
ment measures that yield substantial savings without unduly limit-
ing product availability to participate or significantly disrupting
commercial markets.

The Committee is advised that some sole source contracts offered
by States for infant cereal included in the WIC food package have
the potential for significantly disrupting the commercial market for
these products and promoting unfair competition. The Committee
notes this development with concern and intends to monitor State
contracts to determine whether this type of bidding promotes un-
fair competitive advantage or market disruption, as well as impacts
this may have on State or local economies.

Increasing funding

Under the Committee bill, federal nutrition assistance is author-
ized to increase by more than 4% per year. The School Based Nu-
trition Block Grant is an entitlement to the States, and is capped
at an annual growth rate of 4.5%. The current level of spending
(1995) for programs included in this consolidated program is ap-
proximately $5.6 billion. For 1996, the new consolidated grant
would be capped at $6.7 billion, and yearly increases of 4.5% would
be provided thereafter. Such increased funding, along with in-
creased efficiencies from consolidation of programs and elimination
of detailed federal regulation will allow states not only to maintain
present levels of participation but increase the number of children
being provided school-based nutrition assistance.

Authorization levels for the Family Nutrition Block Grant also
increased by 4.5% per year. The Family Nutrition Block Grant is
made subject to annual appropriations because the largest individ-
ual program being mandated in this consolidated grant is WIC,
which is a discretionary program. However, assuming that the au-
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thorization for the Family Nutrition Block Grant is fully funded,
the 80% of the Block Grant reserved for WIC programs would
mean an increase over current WIC appropriations. In addition,
States would be free to spend the additional 20% of funds in this
block grant for WIC activities.

Insuring the quality of meals and food assistance

The Committee bill requires States to set minimum nutritional
requirements for food assistance provided under the new block
grants. These are to be based on the most recent tested nutritional
research available, with allowance for adjustments based on cur-
rent law provisions regarding special dietary and medical needs of
students. Additionally, the Committee requires that the National
Academy of Sciences develop model nutrition standards that States
might use for their meal and food assistance programs operated
under the Family and School-Based Nutrition Block Grants. These
standards will not include the same burdensome government regu-
lations, but we do expect them to call for well-balanced, nutritious
meals which meet the dietary needs of women and children.

The Committee recognizes that good nutrition is important to
good health and the ability to learn. It encourages States, at least
until they have an opportunity to develop their own standards or
until the model standards are available, to use the same nutri-
tional standards they use under the previous law program guide-
lines. The Committee expects that model nutritional standards will
help the States in developing their own guidelines.

Much has been made about the flexibility that the Committee bill
gives to the States concerning nutritional standards for meals and
food assistance, and the absence of mandatory national standards.
It is worth mentioning that this Administration has harshly criti-
cized the national standards that currently are used for school
meal programs, and that have guided the program for over forty
years. USDA officials have even gone so far as to say that school
meals following the national one-third RDA requirements are
unhealthy for American school children. The Committee does not
necessarily agree with this claim and, just last year, expressed res-
ervations about some of the Administration proposals for meal pat-
tern changes (based on nutrient analysis) when it approved “The
Healthy Meals for Healthy Americans Act of 1994.” Nevertheless,
if indeed the meals served under the school meal program have
fallen short of Dietary Guidelines or other new measurements, as
the Administration contends, they did so under Federal mandatory
standards, not State standards.

In eliminating federal nutrition standards, the Committee, in
particular, wanted to provide maximum flexibility to local program
providers to develop and offer children meals they want to eat.
Only 46 percent of non-poor children currently participate in the
National School Lunch Program and cite quality and appeal of the
meals as one of their reasons for not participating in the program.
However, the Committee fully expects schools and other providers
to continue to serve nutritious, well-balanced meals which meet
one third of the nutritional needs of children.

In addition, we expect the foods provided to participants in the
supplemental food program for women, infants and children to not
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only meet their nutritional requirements, but to otherwise insure
their good health.

The Committee believes that States have the competence to de-
velop nutritional requirements for their food assistance, that the
Federal role in this process should be supportive, rather than man-
datory and intrusive, and that State and local officials are in a bet-
ter position to measure and respond to the varying needs of those
in their care.

Transferring funds to other block grants

The Committee has included a provision in each of the nutrition
block grants allowing up to 20 percent of each block grant to be
transferred to other block grants contained in the welfare reform
bill. The intent of this provision is to allow the States maximum
flexibility in meeting the needs of their citizens.

However, the Committee was concerned that adequate funds re-
main to meet the purposes of the Family Nutrition Block Grant
and the School-Based Nutrition Block Grant. We have, therefore,
included a provision which requires the State agency administering
a nutrition block grant from which funds are to be transferred to
make a determination that sufficient amounts will remain to carry
out the purposes of such block grant. We believe this will insure
that services will not be arbitrarily cut in order to meet other pur-
poses.

Title 111.—Restrictions on Non-Citizens

Title 11l of the Committee bill consists of a substitute amend-
ment (Amendment Number 10) offered by Representative Randy
“Duke” Cunningham and an amendment offered by Representative
Patsy Mink (Amendment Number 35) both of which were accepted
by voice vote. A discussion of Title 111, as so amended, follows.

IN GENERAL

Section 301 bars illegal aliens from eligibility for twenty-three
(23) needs-tested programs under the Committee’s jurisdiction, de-
clares legal aliens ineligible for certain programs, restricts the eli-
gibility of legal aliens for higher education and job training pro-
grams, and declares legal aliens eligible for specific programs.

ILLEGAL ALIENS

Section 301(a)(1) makes clear that aliens who are not lawfully
present in the United Stats are not eligible for twenty-three (23)
needs-tested programs under the Committee’s jurisdiction. The pro-
grams range from higher education, job training, and child care to
energy assistance and certain employment-related assistance.

Under current law, none of the twenty-three (23) programs spe-
cifically include illegal or undocumented aliens as eligible partici-
pants. At the same time, there is no bar to their participation be-
cause many of these programs only have the requirement that one
be at or about the poverty-level or meet a needs test. Generally, no
distinction is made between citizens and illegal aliens, except in
the cases of student aid under the Higher Education Act of 1965
and job training under the Job Training Partnership Act. Gen-
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erally, in these latter two cases, citizens and legal aliens who in-
tend to be permanent residents of the United States are elig8ible.
Conversely, illegal aliens are implicitly ineligible.

To clarify that those who are unlawfully present in this Country
do not receive Federal benefits, the Committee has included a spe-
cific bar for illegal alien participation in the following twenty-three
(23) needs-tested programs: the Older American Community Serv-
ice Employment Act, congregate and home-delivered meals under
Title 11l of the Older Americans Act of 1965, the Foster Grand-
parents program under the Domestic Volunteer Service Act of
1973, the Senior Companions program under the Domestic Volun-
teer Service Act of 1973, the Low-Income Energy Assistance Act of
1981, the Community Service Block Grant Act, the Child Care and
Development Block Grant Act of 1990 as amended by the bill, Basic
Educational Opportunity Grants (Pell Grants), Federal; supple-
mental Education Opportunity Grants, Grants to Schools for State
Student Incentives, the High School Equivalency Program (HEP)
and College Assistance Migrant Program (CAMP), the Federal
Family Education Loan Program (Stafford loans), Federal Work-
Study Program, Federal Direct Loan Demonstration Program, Fed-
eral Perkins Loans, graduate programs under Title IX of the High-
er Education Act (Grants to Institutions and Consortia to Encour-
age Women and Minority Participation in Graduate Education, Pa-
tricia Roberts Harris Fellowships Program, Jacob K. Javits Fellow-
ship Program, Graduate Assistance in Areas of National Need, Fac-
ulty Development Fellowship Program, Assistance for Training in
the Legal Profession, Law School Clinical Experience Programs),
job training for disadvantaged adults under the Job Training Part-
nership Act (JCPA), job training for disadvantaged youth under the
JTPA, Job Corps, summer youth and employment training under
JTPA, emergency food and shelter grants under Title 11l of the
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, and the Family
Nutrition Block Grant and School-Based Nutrition Block Grant cre-
ated under this bill.

The problems posed to Stats and the Nation by illegal aliens are
increasing. Last year, the Immigration and Naturalization Service
(INS) constructed estimates of the resident illegal immigrant popu-
lation residing in the United States as of October 1992. The INS
estimate of illegal aliens as of that time was 3.4 million. In 1998,
for example, the number was only 2.2 million, indicating growth of
1.2 million from 1988 to 1992. The INS currently estimates an an-
nual growth of 300,000 in the resident illegal alien population.

Current immigration law provides a process for becoming a docu-
mented legal alien, and thereafter for becoming a naturalized citi-
zen. To allow non-citizen to ignore these procedures and yet be eli-
gible for Federal benefits would send the wrong message. lllegal
aliens should not be permitted to benefit from breaking the law.

Ideally, the problems posed by potential illegal alien eligibility
should be addressed comprehensively at the National level for all
Federal programs. However, that has not yet happened. The Com-
mittee is aware, however, that Congress voted to bar illegal aliens
from receiving certain earthquake assistance benefits in Public
Law 103-211, the Emergency Supplemental Appropriations legisla-
tion. The Committee strongly believes that action should be taken
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now with respect to the needs-tested programs under its jurisdic-
tion. Thus, the bill specifically bars illegal aliens from eligibility for
the twenty-three (23) programs mentioned in Section 301(a)(1).

With respect to how Federal, State, local and other administra-
tors determine whether program participants are citizens or non-
citizens, and any verification of a participant’s status, the bill is si-
lent. There is no mandate included in the bill on how that is to be
done, and the Committee intends that program administrators
have broad flexibility in implementation. The Committee expects
program administrators and regulation writers to use good judg-
ment and to be reasonable.

LEGAL ALIENS

As introduced, H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, included
a broad prohibition on all aliens, legal and illegal, from participat-
ing in needs-tested programs under this Committee’s jurisdiction,
and other jurisdictions. As reported from Committee, H.R. 999, re-
stricts legal aliens from eligibility for seven (7) needs-tested pro-
grams, and allows them to participate in other programs, under
certain well-defined circumstances.

Section 301(a)(2) declares legal aliens ineligible for seven (7) pro-
grams under the Committee’s jurisdiction: (1) the Older American
Community Service Employment Act; (2) congregate and home-de-
livered meals under Title 11l of the Older Americans Act of 1965;
(3) the Foster Grandparents program under the Domestic Volun-
teer Service Act of 1973; (4) the Senior Companions program under
the Domestic Volunteer Service Act of 1973; (5) the Low-Income
Energy Assistance Act of 1981; (6) the Community Service Block
Grant Act; (7) the Child Care and Development Block Grant Act of
1990 as amended by the bill.

First, the Committee wishes to reiterate that citizenship is a
privilege, and with it come certain benefits and opportunities not
accorded to others. While the ideal would be for citizens and legal
aliens to share alike in Federal assistance programs, that is no
longer feasible. With a Federal deficit of over $200 billion, and a
National Debt of $4.8 trillion, the Federal government can no
longer provide assistance to the extent that it once did. Federal re-
sources are limited. Accordingly, the Committee has chosen to limit
eligibility for the above seven (7) program to citizens.

Second, if sponsors of legal aliens were living up to their express
financial commitments in their signed affidavits of support, many
legal aliens would not need to seek Federal benefits under these
seven (7) programs.

Third, not all aliens who are lawfully present in the United
States are ineligible for the programs. Under the bill, refugees may
fully participate during their first five (5) years in the Country.
Likewise, legal aliens who are at least age seventy-six (76), who
have been lawfully admitted for permanent residence, and who
have resided in the United States for at least five (5) years would
be eligible. Finally, if a legal alien is residing in the United States
on the date of enactment of this bill, and is eligible for the program
on that date, the person is eligible.

With respect to the ineligibility of aliens for child care assistance
under the Child Care and Development Block Grant, the Commit-



41

tee intends that where either the parent or child in a family is a
citizen, then the family would be eligible for child care assistance.
For example, if the parent were a legal alien, but the child were
a citizen, the family would be eligible. Likewise, if the parent were
a citizen, but the child were a legal alien, the family would be eligi-
ble.

The Committee is also aware of special situations which may
arise with respect to weatherization assistance under the Low-In-
come Energy Assistance Act of 1981 (LIHEAP). For example, some
landlords in multi-family apartment complexes currently receive
benefits under LIHEAP. It is the intent of the Committee that the
landowner/recipient (direct beneficiary) of the energy assistance,
not be required to determine the citizenship status of all the ten-
ants. In the foregoing context, the status of the landowner/recipient
would be operative for purposes of this Title.

Section 301(a)(3). Restricting eligibility for higher education pro-
grams and job training programs to certain lawful resident
aliens

Under current law, aliens who are permanent residents or who
can provide evidence from the Immigration and Naturalization
Service of their intent to become a permanent resident are gen-
erally eligible for student aid under the Higher Education Act.
Similarly, with respect to the Job Training Partnership Act, law-
fully admitted permanent resident aliens, lawfully admitted refu-
gees and parolees, and certain other individuals authorized by the
Attorney General to work in the United States are eligible to par-
ticipate.

Section 301(a)(3) generally restricts alien eligibility for higher
education assistance and job training to those who are “lawful resi-
dent aliens” as defined in the bill, and who have active duty mili-
tary service or who have filed an application for naturalization.
With respect to the military, the alien must meet one of three con-
ditions: (1) be an honorably discharged veteran; (2) be on active
duty in the military; or (3) be the spouse or unmarried dependent
child of the honorably discharged veteran or person on active duty
military. Lawful resident aliens are defined as lawful permanent
residents (typically green card holders), refugees (under 301(c)(1)
this is limited to refugees who have been in the United States for
more than 5 years), asylees, certain persons whose deportation has
been withheld, and persons who have been paroled into the United
States for over a year. Thus, these restrictions narrow the existing
eligibility criteria of aliens.

Section 301(a)(3) was included in the bill to recognize the special
nature and role of higher education assistance and job training,
and to make special provision for those who have made a commit-
ment to the United States—either through military service or
through filing an application for naturalization.

Given the many and complex categories of aliens under immigra-
tion law, and varying court interpretations of what constitutes a
person residing in this Country “under color of law”, the Committee
has chosen to create a well-defined category of eligible aliens
known as lawful resident aliens. The term “lawful resident alien”
is a subset of the class of aliens lawfully present in the United
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States. Generally, the term lawful resident alien, as defined in the
bill, encompasses the largest numbers of legal aliens.

As with the prohibitions in previously-mentioned subsections, the
Committee believes that in a time of increasingly limited Federal
resources, citizens should be provided for first. This subsection re-
sults in savings of $140 million over five (5) years.

Section 301(a)(4). Legal aliens eligible for homeless assistance and
nutrition assistance

Section 301(a)(4) specifically declares that aliens who are law-
fully present in the United States are not ineligible for emergency
food and shelter grants, the family nutrition block grant, and the
school-based nutrition block grant.

The Committee has included this provision to ensure that there
be no question about legal aliens remaining eligible for each of the
three programs. The Committee recognizes that each of the three
programs present special circumstances which warrant provision
for eligibility. Emergency situations can suddenly arise with re-
spect to a need for food and shelter, and in that case, no distinction
should be made between citizens and legal aliens. Similarly, be-
cause of the importance of sound nutrition to the well-being of chil-
dren, the Committee believes legal aliens should be eligible to par-
ticipate to the same extent as citizens in the two nutrition block
grants.

Section 301(b)(1). Naturalization application filed or military serv-
ice

Section 301(b)(1) of the bill, as amended, sets forth conditions
under which “lawful resident aliens” are eligible for certain higher
education benefits and job training assistance. The conditions are
the lawful resident alien must have an application pending for nat-
uralization or meet one of the following three conditions: (1) be an
honorably discharged veteran; (2) be on active duty in the military;
or (3) be the spouse or unmarried dependent child of the honorably
discharged veteran or person on active duty military.

As earlier mentioned in this report in Section 301(a), the Com-
mittee believes that active duty military service represents a spe-
cial commitment to this Country and warrants eligibility for stu-
dent aid and job training assistance. Similarly, filing an application
for naturalization shows that an alien is actively pursuing citizen-
ship status, and should be accorded eligibility for student aid and
job training.

Section 301(b)(2). Lawful resident alien defined

Section 301(b)(2) of the bill, as amended, defines the term “lawful
resident alien” for purposes of student aid under the Higher Edu-
cation Act and job training assistance under the Job Training Part-
nership Act.

The Committee has included a carefully defined category of legal
aliens known as lawful resident aliens. For purposes of the bill,
lawful resident aliens refers to categories of aliens under immigra-
tion law such as permanent residents, refugees, asylees, and oth-
ers. Had the Committee chosen to use a general reference to legal
aliens or persons lawfully present in the United States, the unto-
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ward effect could have been the broadening of eligibility of legal
aliens for higher education and job training assistance beyond what
it is under current law. For example, persons here on temporary
protected status or on a student visa are lawfully present in the
United States, but are not currently eligible for student aid. With-
out the limiting definition of lawful resident alien, these two
groups would have been considered eligible under the bill.

Section 301(c)(1). Exception for refugees

Section 301(c)(1) provides an exception for refugees to all restric-
tions on eligibility of aliens. What this subsection means is that for
the first five (5) years after arrival, a refugee is eligible to partici-
pate fully in all twenty-three (23) programs.

By including this exception, the Committee recognizes the special
circumstances of refugees, who are here in this Country because of
persecution or a well-founded fear of persecution in their home
country.

Section 301(c)(2). Exception for certain long-term, permanent resi-
dent, aged aliens

Section 301(c)(2) provides that the restrictions on eligibility for
higher education benefits and job training assistance in Section
301(a)(3), and assistance provided under older American and other
programs in Section 301(a)(2) shall not apply to persons who have
been lawfully admitted to the United States for permanent resi-
dence, who are at least seventy-six (76) years of age, and who have
resided in the United States for at least (5) years.

By including this exception, the Committee acknowledges the
special circumstances of the elderly who have not yet attained citi-
zenship status, but who are permanent residents.

Section 301 (c)(3). One year exception

Section 301(c)(3) of the bill, as amended, provides that the re-
strictions on eligibility for higher education benefits and job train-
ing assistance in Section 301(a)(3), and assistance provided under
older American and other programs in Section 301(a)(2), shall not
apply until one(1) year after the date of enactment, in the situation
where the legal alien is residing in the United States on the date
of enactment and is eligible for the program.

By including this exception, the Committee acknowledges situa-
tions where, for example, college or university students who receive
student loans may be in the middle of a school year at the time
of enactment of this bill. Allowing a one year period prior to appli-
cation of the new restrictions, is consistent with an orderly imple-
mentation.

Section 302. Notification

Section 302 provides for notification to the public and program
recipients of the changes in the bill.

The Committee has provided a notification requirement to ensure
that the changes in eligibility reach the public.
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Section 303. Rule of Construction

Section 303 restates the understanding under current law that
the term alien does not include nationals of the United States
(American Samoans). This is reflective of and consistent with the
definition of aliens in Section 101(a)(3) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act.

The Committee has included this section at the request of Rep-
resentative Patsy Mind, who offered Section 303 as an amendment
to the committee substitute bill. The amendment was approved by
voice vote.

This section re-states current law and ensures that the restric-
tions on aliens do not apply to American Samoans who are nation-
als of the United States.

TITLE IV.—MANDATORY WORK REQUIREMENTS

Representative Tim Hutchinson offered an amendment to section
401, which was accepted by voice vote.

The revised title 1V of H.R. 999, as reported by this Committee,
would replace the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) pro-
gram with new mandatory work requirements. This Committee’s
provisions augment the AFDC cash assistance block grant which is
being established by the Committee on Ways and Means. It also
enhances the provisions of the language marked up by the Ways
and Means Human Resources Subcommittee on February 15 which
would require States to meet minimum participation in State-de-
fined “work activities”.

A concern of many of this Committee’s members with the Sub-
committee’s proposal was that it was too flexible in the definition
of "work activities”, and as such, gave States the option of greatly
weakening their commitment to requiring work. It was this Com-
mittee’s view that work requirements for recipients of welfare
should be strengthened by defining the term “work activities”, set-
ting minimum number of hours for participation, and requiring
higher participation rates than those proposed by the Ways and
Means, Human Resources Subcommittee.

A more detailed overview of the Committee view on the specific
provisions of the mandatory work program follows:

WORK REQUIREMENTS

Section 481(a)(1) declares that the work requirements are appli-
cable to all families receiving cash assistance under Part A of the
Social Security Act. This is significant departure from past and cur-
rent welfare to work proposals (including the JOBS program),
which prescribe to States the definition of “able-bodied” individuals
for the purposes of mandating work. It is the Committee’s intention
that States will establish their own standards and requirements for
participation in work and work activities. It is not the intention
that individuals (such as severely mentally and incapacitated per-
sons), be required to participate in work programs.

PARTICIPATION RATES

This proposal sets forth the requirement that States meet mini-
mum participation rates in work programs with respect to all fami-
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lies receiving assistance under the State program funded under
Part A of the Social Security Act. These rates are as follows:
1996—4%; 1997—4%; 1998—8%; 1999—12%; 2000—17%; 2001—
29%; 2002—A40%; 2003 or thereafter—50%. Participation rates act
as a relatively simple standard for measuring and ensuring the
commitment of States in preparing and moving recipients off from
welfare and into the workforce. Under the JOBS program, 20% of
“able-bodied” AFDC recipients are required to participate. Under
the current definition of “able-bodied,” nearly one-half of all adult
recipients (roughly 1.8 million) are exempt. The non-exempt recipi-
ents are put into the “JOBS mandataries” group, and it is from this
group that the percentages for the JOBS participation rate applies.
Hence, States and local welfare agencies have an economic incen-
tive to remain low because the smaller the pool of “able-bodied”
adults, the easier it is to meet the participation rates, and prevent
funding penalties. The result is a “game” forced upon local welfare
agencies to find the disability, shortcoming, or reason not to pro-
vide day care, to a recipient so they may be exempt. Of course, it
can only be assumed that all of the extra energy going into manip-
ulating these numbers is simply taking away from funds much bet-
ter spent or saved. This system of measurement also gives a false
impression to the public that one in five adults on welfare is par-
ticipating in the JOBS program, when in fact, the number is just
half that.

Under the proposed changes in this section, the method of meas-
uring participation rates removes these perverse outcomes, and
provides “truth in numbers” on the rate of participation. This is
made possible by eliminating the Federal definition of “able-bodied”
and giving this responsibility back to the States (as discussed
above). States will however, be required to meet the new participa-
tion rates which as a percentage are lower in the first years reflect-
ing the fact that it is a percentage of a much larger universe than
the “able-bodied” population used under JOBS. As a result, in 1999
for example, when the participation rate is 12%, it will mean that
12% of all adult heads of households receiving welfare, will truly
be participating in work activities. For States and local welfare
agencies, it also removes the practice of manipulating the eligible
pot of recipients, and for recipients, it will mean that the States
will not have an incentive to providing them with an easy excuse
not to have to participate in a gork activity.

CREDIT FOR CASELOAD REDUCTIONS

Section 481(a)(1)(B) allows States to receive credit for welfare
caseload reduction for the purposes of meeting the participation re-
quirements. States are able to count net reductions in the caseload
below the 1995 baseline as participation. This provision, in effect,
provides States with the ability, and in fact the incentive, to do
away with the concept of measuring participation rates, (which is
by and large a “process” measurement), and move toward having
their performance based on a true outcome—a reduction in welfare
dependency, a goal in which no one can argue.
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TWO-PARENT FAMILIES

Section 481(a)(2) imposes strict work requirements for two-par-
ent families receiving AFDC. The Committee feels that there is
strong evidence to suggest that strict work requirements greatly re-
duces welfare dependency for this population. As such, these provi-
sions require that States ensure that in a minumum of 50% (mov-
ing to 90% in 1998) of two-parent families, one parent is participat-
ing in unsubsidized employment, subsidized private sector employ-
ment, or subsidized public sector employment or work experience
if sufficient private sector employment is not available. These par-
ticipants also count towards the total required participation rates
outlined above. In order to be counted toward the participation
rate, participants must be engaged in these work activities for a
minimum of 35 hours per week, although up to 8 hours of this may
be attributable to participation in job search.

DEFINING PARTICIPATION—MINIMUM HOURS, WORK ACTIVITIES

The Committee recognizes the need to properly define the mini-
mum number of hours and the allowable activities in order for re-
cipients to be counted towards participation. Without these com-
mon elements, States could not be properly held accountable for
their performance in achieving the participation rates. For exam-
ple, if one state were to define participation as one-hour of basic
education a month, and a second state defined it as 40 hours of pri-
vate sector employment a week, it would obviously not be fair to
penalize the second state to the same degree as the first for failure
to meet the required participation rate.

The Committee believes that the minimum average number of
hours recipients should be required to work should be on a sliding
scale beginning at 20 hours and moving up to 35 hours by the year
2003. This range of hours allows States time to transition into
meeting these requirements, yet places an emphasis on ensuring
that a good portion of the recipient’'s week is spent in a productive
activity.

The allowable work activities reflect the Committee’s belief that
the option of work should be first. It is the Committee’s strong be-
lief that every adult on welfare, or applying for welfare should first
be directed towards placement into unsubsidized employment
through job search assistance. In the event that unsubsidized em-
ployment can not be found, attempts should be made to find sub-
sidized private sector employment. Only when these options have
failed should attempts be made for placement into subsidized pub-
lic sector employment or work experience be made. (On-the-job
training may fit into any one of these).

The Committee believes that education and training should also
constitute allowable work activities, but with several restrictions.
First, recipients should not be placed into such programs until they
have first participated or are participating in one or more of the
work activities described above. Secondly, any education or training
should be directly related to employment. The Committee believes
that this model of work-first has the most promise in truly chang-
ing the nature of this nation’s current welfare-to-work initiatives.
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The Committee also recognizes the fact that a vast number of in-
dividuals who end up as long-term welfare recipients are those who
have not obtained a high school diploma. Therefore, the Committee
gives States the ability to count as a work activity, “satisfactory at-
tendance at secondary school” in the case of an individual who has
not completed secondary school and is a dependent child, or head
of household who has not reached the age of 20.

PENALTIES

The Committee believes that States should have the flexibility in
determining the level of sanctions imposed upon individuals refus-
ing to participate in work requirements. Therefore, the language
includes only the requirement that individuals refusing to partici-
pate have, at a minimum, their cash assistance reduced to a level
lower than would otherwise be paid. However, in cases of adults in
2-parent families refusing to participate, the State must impose a
reduction in cash assistance pro rate with respect to any period
during the month for which the adult has failed to meet the re-
quirements.

The Committee believes that States should also be held account-
able for meeting the participation rates set forth under this pro-
posal. The Committee language establishes penalties for States
failing to meeting the required participation rates—a penalty equal
to not more than 5 percent of the amount of the (AFDC) grant oth-
erwise payable to the State in the following year. This section also
requires that the Secretary impose the penalties upon States based
on the degree of noncompliance and additionally limits the Sec-
retary in the regulation the conduct of States with respect to pen-
alties applicable to States for not meeting the required participa-
tion rates.

The Committee feels strongly that in complying with the manda-
tory work requirements, States should assign the highest priority
to requiring families that include older preschool or schoolage chil-
dren to be engaged in work activities.

The Committee recognizes that in order to have the capacity to
measure the effectiveness of this implementation of this proposal,
the Secretary shall have the authority to conduct research, evalua-
tions, and national studies on the mandatory work requirements.

Title IV.—Child Protection/Child Welfare

In addressing the crisis in Child Protection/Child Welfare, the
Committee has consulted closely with the Committee on Ways and
Means on the development of a new block grant, the Child Protec-
tion Block Grant, which will consolidate multiple programs to pre-
vent child abuse and neglect, provide family services, and assist in
paying for foster care placements and adoption expenses.

Title 1V of the Welfare Reform Consolidation Act repeals a num-
ber of child abuse and neglect prevention and adoption assistance
programs under the jurisdiction of the Committee on Economic and
Educational Opportunities. The Ways and Means Committee, in its
legislation on welfare reform, is creating a comprehensive Child
Protection Block Grant to assist States in preventing child abuse
and neglect, provide family services, and assist families with foster
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care and adoption expenses. The functions of the Child Protection
Block Grant dealing with child abuse and neglect prevention and
adoption assistance will replace the narrow purposes of the pro-
grams being repealed under the Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities.

The following is an explanation of concerns brought to the atten-
tion of the Committee and how the new Child Protection Block
Grant will address these concerns.

CHILD ABUSE PREVENTION AND TREATMENT ACT

The Committee believes that several unintended effects on the
child protection/child welfare system that have resulted from the
National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect's (NCCAN) implemen-
tation of CAPTA will be resolved though the consolidation of
CAPTA into the Child Protection Block Grant.

ISOLATION OF NCCAN

The 1991 report of the U.S. Advisory Board on Child Abuse and
Neglect noted that, “within the social services component of De-
partment of Health and Human Services, NCCAN has had remark-
ably little impact on the huge Title IV-B, Title IV-E and Title XX
programs which provide the largest Federal share of State and
local CPS (child protective services) funding.”

The report continued, “the approach which the Federal Govern-
ment has pursued in child protection—vesting a small agency with
authority for Federal leadership—has led to the inadequate in-
volvement in child protection efforts by public health, mental
health, substance abuse, developmental disabilities, justice, edu-
cation, and community development agencies. No one agency can
be expected to deal adequately with a problem as complex as child
abuse and neglect, even if it labeled as ‘national.’”

The Committee is confident that the new Child Protection Block
Grant, with significant resources and a unified federal focus, will
ensure that significant attention is given to child abuse and neglect
at both the federal and the State levels.

LACK OF UNIFIED RESEARCH

According to the Advisory Board, “over the last decade, most
NCCAN demonstration projects have not had a scientifically sound
evaluation component. Nor has NCCAN created a mechanism for
assuring that the results of those few demonstrations that have
had an evaluation component are translated into practice.”

The Child Protection Block Grant will provide a source of unified
data collection from each State, and will also provide the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services with funding for research and
evaluations. Applying this research to a comprehensive framework
of child protection will significantly enhance the quality of re-
search.

INCREASING REPORTS OF ABUSE AND NEGLECT

In order to be eligible for a State grant under CAPTA, States
must meet certain requirements such as having mandatory report-
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ing systems and providing for the confidentiality of victims and
their families.

All States now have laws that mandate designated professionals
to report specific types of child maltreatment. Under threat of civil
and criminal penalties, these laws require most professionals who
serve children to report suspected child abuse and neglect. About
20 states required all citizens to report, and in all states, any citi-
zen is permitted to report.

In 1993, about three million reports of suspected abuse or neglect
were made. This is a 20-fold increase since 1963, when about
150,000 reports were made to the authorities. The public and pro-
fessional definition of child maltreatment seem to have expanded
to include more cases of “moderate” harm to children.

The Committee is concerned that only %3 of reports of abuse and
neglect are substantiated. Based on this figure, in 1986 anywhere
from 1.9 to 3.8 million Americans were investigated by state child
protective services for abuse that could not be substantiated. True,
some unsubstantiated reports may have been actual cases of abuse
or neglect, but for which the abuse could not be proven. But there
is obviously a serious problem when such a preponderance of al-
leged abuse and neglect is unsubstantiated.

The Child Protection Block Grant maintains a general require-
ment that States have laws requiring reporting by officials and pro-
fessionals. However, the content of such laws will not be subject to
micro-management by NCCAN officials. The Committee believes
that the Child Protection Block Grant will give States greater flexi-
bility in targeting investigations and services toward the more seri-
ous allegations of abuse, and not force States to give the same
weight of resources to more minor allegations of abuse that are
often unsubstantiated.

ISSUE: IMMUNITY FROM PROSECUTION

CAPTA requires, as part of a State’s eligibility for funding, that
the State have a system that provides full immunity for all report-
ers of suspected child abuse. Almost two thirds of reported abuse
and neglect is unsubstantiated, and there seems to be an increas-
ing trend of estranged spouses using charges of abuse against the
ex-spouse to gain custody of children, especially as custody settle-
ments have become less predictable in their outcome. Other psy-
chologists also purport that the immunity provisions have fueled
the growth of controversial “recovered memories” of abuse by adult
children and “suggested” memories of abuse by young children.

In recent years, proposals had been made to revise CAPTA to re-
quire States to have laws that would allow for the prosecution of
persons who knowingly file false abuse charges against another.
While many believe this reform would be a move in the right direc-
tion, it is also recognized that it would be difficult to prove mali-
cious intent in court. Others have also expressed concern that an
over-reaching reform of immunity protections might stifle valid re-
porting of suspected abuse and neglect and place children at great-
er risk.

The Child Protection Block Grant does not include an immunity
requirement; thus, States would be allowed to modify immunity
provisions to address specific concerns. The Committee believes
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that giving States the ability to make necessary modifications to
their own State laws rather than establishing a national exception
to immunity is the most appropriate way to address this complex,
controversial issue.

RELIGIOUS EXEMPTION FOR ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE

Some religious groups, most notably the Church of Christian
Science, have expressed concern that the Department of Health
and Human Services may be misinterpreting the CAPTA provisions
regarding medical neglect. CAPTA allows, but does not require,
States to exempt parents from prosecution on grounds of medical
neglect if the parent was employing alternative means of healing
as part of the parent’s religious practice. CAPTA requires the state
to have procedures in place to report, investigate and intervene in
an emergency situation and provide necessary medical care.

In recent years, HHS has moved to disqualify certain States from
CAPTA funding based on the State’s application of the religious ex-
emption for medical neglect. In the Fiscal Year 1995 Labor/HHS/
Education appropriations bill, Congress placed a one-year morato-
rium to prevent HHS from enforcing its policy. The Child Protec-
tion Block Grant does not include a definition of medical neglect.
This will allow States to address this sensitive issue of religious
practice and medical neglect in a way that best reflects the unique
values and practices within a particular State.

Other laws under the jurisdiction of the Committee on Economic
and Educational Opportunities to be consolidated in the Child Pro-
tection Block Grant.

Crisis Nursery Act: The Child Protection Block Grant would
allow States to provide funding to crisis nurseries to provide short-
term care for abused/neglected children or those at risk of abuse.

Abandoned Infants Assistance Act: The Committee expects that
the discretionary services and training activities under this pro-
gram can be provided under the Child Protection Block Grant.

Family Support Centers: Services to families can be provided
under the Child Protection Block Grant.

Missing and Exploited Children’s Act: During mark-up, the Com-
mittee adopted an amendment to maintain the Missing and Ex-
ploited Children’s Act for five additional years. The Child Protec-
tion Block Grant, reported by the Ways and Means Committee, in-
cludes an alternative provision that would provide $3 million for a
national toll-free hotline and national resource center and clearing-
house.

Grants to Improve the Investigation and Prosecution of Child
Abuse Cases: Under the Child Protection block grant, States can
provide grants to train attorneys and others involved in the crimi-
nal prosecution of child abuse cases.

Grant for Children’s Advocacy Centers: Under the Child Protec-
tion Block Grant, States can provide grants to establish free-stand-
ing facilities to provide support to child abuse victims and their
families.

Grants for Treatment for Juvenile Offenders Who are Victims of
Child Abuse/Neglect: This program was never funded by Congress
and is repealed.
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Title V.—Related Provisions

Poverty data are used to allocate more than $20 billion in federal
funds to State and local governments. Currently, the only reliable
source of this data below the national level is the decennial census.

The Bureau of the Census, U.S. Department of Commerce does
produce annual estimates of the number of people in poverty for
the nation as a whole. The Census Bureau also reports State level
poverty estimates each year, but does not consider those estimates
to be sufficiently reliable for programmatic purposes.

Because intercensal small area poverty data which may be up to
thirteen years old. This presents enormous problems for the formu-
lation of sound and coherent policy at the federal level, and often
results in large shifts of funding to State and local governments
every 10 to 13 years. These shifts often have a destabilizing effect
on program operations.

Clearly, there is a need for more up to date estimates on poverty
at the state and local level. In addition, a comprehensive analysis
of this data over time will help Congress formulate sound policy
and better assess the effects of the policy it enacts. Sections 501
and 502 will give us these much needed tools.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

Section 1 contains the short title of the bill.
Section 2 contains the table of contents.

Title I.—Child Care Block Grants

Section 101 contains amendments to the Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant Act of 1990.

Section 101(a) amends section 658A of the Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant of 1990 by inserting the words “AND GOAL”
after “TITLE". Subsection (a) further amends 658A by inserting a
new subsection (b) that includes five goals.

Section 101(b) amends Section 658B of the Act, AUTHORIZA-
TION OF APPROPRIATIONS, and includes the following author-
izations: $1,943,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998,
1999 and 2000.

Section 101(c) amends 658D of the Act by changing the term
“agency” to “entity”, and by replacing the term “lead agency” with
“lead entity” throughout the Act.

Section 101(d) amends Section 658E of the Act by changing the
State plan application length from three years to two years; by
changing "agency” to “entity”; by providing a detailed description
of the procedures the State will implement to carry out the require-
ments of the subparagraph; changes “provide assurances” to “cer-
tify”; provides for a detailed description of parental access proce-
dures; provides for a detailed description parental complaint re-
quirements and how such requirements are effectively enforced;
provides assurances for consumer education information; provides
for description of compliance with regulatory requirements; strikes
(F), (G), (H), (), and (J); provides that States must certify that they
have a program in place to report medical neglect of disabled in-
fants; allows for a transfer of funds between social policy acts as
authorized by section 658T; amends the child care activities a State
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may use funds for; provides for a five percent limitation on admin-
istrative costs; provides for a summary of the facts relied on by the
State to determine payment rates ensure access to services.

Section 101(e) makes a conforming amendment to section 658F
health and safety requirements, limitations on State Allotments.

Section 101(f) repeals earmarked required expenditures by strik-
ing sections 658G and 658H.

Section 101(g) amends section 6581, Administration and Enforce-
ment, by eliminating collection and publication of State child care
standards once every three years.

Section 101(h) amends section 658J, spending of funds by State
to allow States two years to obligate funds, rather than four years
to expend funds.

Section 101(i) amends section 658K to include annual reports
evaluation plans and audits; specifies information to be included in
the data.

Section 101(j) amends provisions within section 658L, Report by
the Secretary, to make such reports to Congress delivered every
two years and requires the reports to be sent to the Speaker and
President pro tempore.

Section 101(k) amends provisions within section 6590, Amounts
Reserved, Allotments. Amends State Allotments, strikes Reallot-
ment.

Section 101(l) amends section 658P, conforming the definition of
“lead agency” to “lead entity.” The section also inserts a new defini-
tion of “Child Care Services”.

Section 101(m) inserts “section 658T", Transfer of Funds by al-
lowing for the transfer of up to 20 percent of funds appropriated
under the Child Care and Development Block Grant to one or more
of the following: The Temporary Family Assistance Block Grant,
School-Based Nutrition Block Grant, the Family Nutrition Block
Grant, Child Protection Block Grant, Social Services Block Grant.

Section 102 contains repeals of child care assistance authorized
by acts other than the Social Security Act.

Section 102(a) repeals Child Development Associate Scholarship
Assistance Act of 1995.

Section 102(b) repeals State Dependent Care Development
Grants Act.

Section 102(c) amends Programs of National Significance by de-
leting authority to provide child care services using program funds.

Section 102(d) repeals Native Hawaiian Family-Based Education
Centers.

Section 103 contains repeals of certain child care programs au-
thorized under the Social Security Act.

Section 103(a) deletes authorization for AFDC and Transitional
Child Care Programs.

Section 103(b) deletes authorization for At-Risk Child Care Pro-
gram.

Title Il.—Family and School Based Nutrition Block Grants
SUBTITLE A.—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Section 201—Definitions. Provides definitions for “breastfeeding
women,” “economically disadvantaged,” “infants,” “postpartum,”
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“pregnant women,” “school,” “Secretary,” “State,” “Tribal Organiza-
tion,” and “young children.”

SUBTITLE B.—FAMILY NUTRITION BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM

Section 221—Authorizes funds to the States, establishes the
goals of this subtitle, and provides for the timing of payments to
States.

Section 222—Establishes a formula for allotment of funds among
States for the fiscal years covered by this subtitle.

Section 223—Outlines the application requirements which a
State must submit to the Secretary of Agriculture in order to re-
ceive funds under this Title.

Section 224—Sets forth the purposes for which funds provided
under this Subtitle shall be used. Allows for the transfer of not
more than 20 percent of the funds a State receives under this Sub-
title to other block grants covered by this Act. Requires the appro-
priate State agency to make a determination that sufficient
amounts will remain available in the block grant to carry out the
purposes of this subtitle before funds can be transferred to another
block grant.

Section 225—Outlines the information which States must provide
to the Secretary of Agriculture each fiscal year in order to receive
funds under this Subtitle.

Section 226—Sets forth penalties for violations of the require-
ments of this Subtitle.

Section 227—Provides for the development of model nutrition
standards for food assistance for Pregnant, Postpartum and
Breastfeeding Women, infants and children. Requires the National
Academy of Sciences, Institute of Medicine, Food and Nutrition
Board to develop such standards and to report to Congress on the
efforts of States to implement such model nutrition standards.

Section 228—Establishes appropriations amounts for this Sub-
title for fiscal years 1996 through 2000.

SUBTITLE C.—SCHOOL-BASED NUTRITION BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM

Section 251—Authorizes funds to the States, sets forth a require-
ment regarding the portion of each State’s allotment to be made in
the form of commodities, establishes a funding amount for this
Subtitle for fiscal years 1996 through 2000, sets forth program
goals, and provides for the timing of payments to the States.

Section 252—Establishes a formula for the allotment of funds to
the States for the fiscal years covered by this Subtitle.

Section 253—Outlines the application requirements which a
State must agree to in order to receive funds under this Subtitle.

Section 254—Sets forth the purposes for which funds under this
Subtitle may be used. Allows for the transfer of not more than 20
percent of the funds a State receives under this Subtitle to other
block grants covered by this Act. Requires the appropriate State
agency to make a determination that sufficient amounts will re-
main available in the block grant to carry out the purposes of this
subtitle before funds can be transferred to another block grant.
Prevents States from requiring certain school districts to receive a
portion of their allotment in the form of commodities. Prohibits the
physical segregation, overt identification or other forms of discrimi-
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nation against children eligible for free or low cost meals or supple-
ments.

Section 255—O0utlines the information which States must provide
to the Secretary each fiscal year in order to receive funds under
this Subtitle.

Section 256—Sets forth penalties for violations of the require-
ments of this Subtitle.

Section 257—Provides for a waiver of State law prohibiting as-
sistance to children enrolled in private elementary and secondary
schools.

Section 258—Provides for the development of model nutrition
standards for meals for students. Requires the National Academy
of Sciences, Institute of Medicine, Food and Nutrition Board to de-
velop such standards and to report to Congress on the efforts of
States to implement such model nutrition standards.

SUBTITLE D.—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Section 291—Repeals the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, the Na-
tional School Lunch Act, the Commodity Distribution Reform Act
and WIC Amendments of 1987, and the Child Nutrition and WIC
Reauthorization Act of 1989.

Title I1l.—Restricting Alien Eligibility for Certain Education,
Training, and Other Programs

Section 301(a)(1) bars illegal aliens from eligibility for the follow-
ing programs: Older American Community Service Employment
Act, congregate and home-delivered meals under Title Il of the
Older Americans Act of 1965, the Foster Grandparents program
under the Domestic Volunteer Service Act of 1973, the Senior Com-
panions program under the Domestic Volunteer Service Act of
1973, the Low-Income Energy Assistance Act of 1981, the Commu-
nity Service Block Grant Act, the Child Care and Development
Block Grant Act of 1990 as amended by the bill, Basic Educational
Opportunity Grants (Pell Grants), Federal Supplemental Education
Opportunity Grants, Grants to Schools for State Student Incen-
tives, the High School Equivalency Program (HEP) and College As-
sistance Migrant Program (CAMP), the Federal Family Education
Loan Program (Stafford loans), Federal Work-Study Program, Fed-
eral Direct Loan Demonstration Program, Federal Perkins Loans,
graduate programs under Title IX of the Higher Education Act
(Grants to Institutions and Consortia to Encourage Women and Mi-
nority Participation in Graduate Education, Patricia Roberts Har-
ris Fellowships Program, Jacob K. Javits Fellowship Program,
Graduate Assistance in Areas of National Need, Faculty Develop-
ment Fellowship Program, Assistance for Training in the Legal
Profession, Law School Clinical Experience Programs), job training
for disadvantaged adults under the Job Training Partnership Act
(JTPA), job training for disadvantaged youth under JTPA, Job
Corps, summer youth and employment training under JTPA, emer-
gency food and shelter grants under Title 11l of the Stewart B.
McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, the Family Nutrition Block
Grant, and School-Based Nutrition Block Grant.
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Section 301(a)(2) declares legal aliens ineligible for the following
programs: Older American Community Service Employment Act,
congregate and home-delivered meals under Title 111 of the Older
Americans Act of 1965, the Foster Grandparents program under
the Domestic Volunteer Service Act of 1973, the Senior Compan-
ions program under the Domestic Volunteer Service Act of 1973,
the Low-Income Energy Assistance Act of 1981, the Community
Service Block Grant Act, and the Child Care and Development
Block Grant Act of 1990.

Section 301(a)(3) declares legal aliens ineligible for twelve (12)
higher education and job training programs unless the alien is a
“lawful resident alien” as defined in Section 301(b)(2) of the bill
and has either: (1) an application pending for naturalization; or (2)
is an honorably discharged veteran, on active duty in the military,
or is the spouse or unmarried dependent child of the honorably dis-
charged veteran or person on active duty military. The twelve (12)
higher education and job training programs are Basic Educational
Opportunity Grants (Pell Grants), Federal Supplemental Education
Opportunity Grants, Grants to Schools for State Student Incen-
tives, the Federal Family Education Loan Program (Stafford loans),
Federal Work-Study Program, Federal Direct Loan Demonstration
Program, Federal Perkins Loans, graduate programs under Title IX
of the Higher Education Act (Grants to Institutions and Consortia
to Encourage Women and Minority Participation in Graduate Edu-
cation, Patricia Roberts Harris Fellowships Program, Jacob K. Jav-
its Fellowship Program, Graduate Assistance in Areas of National
Need, Faculty Development Fellowship Program, Assistance for
Training in the Legal Profession, Law School Clinical Experience
Programs), job training for disadvantaged adults under the Job
Training Partnership Act (JTPA), job training for disadvantaged
youth under JTPA, Job Corps, and summer youth and employment
training under JTPA.

Section 301(a)(4) specifically declares legal aliens eligible for
three (3) needs-tested programs. They are emergency food and shel-
ter grants under Title Il of the Steward B. McKinney Homeless
Assistance Act, and the Family Nutrition Block Grant and School-
Based Nutrition Block Grant created under this bill.

Section 301(b)(1) sets forth conditions under which “lawful resi-
dent aliens” are eligible for certain higher education benefits and
job training assistance. The conditions are the lawful resident alien
must have an application pending for naturalization or meet one of
the following three conditions: (1) be an honorably discharged vet-
eran; (2) be on active duty in the military; or (3) be the spouse or
unmarried dependent child of the honorably discharged veteran or
person on active duty military.

Section 301(b)(2) defines the term “lawful resident alien” as any
of the following: a lawfully admitted permanent resident (as de-
fined in Section 101(a)(20) of the Immigration and Nationality Act
(INA)), a refugee under Section 207 of the INA, an asylee under
Section 208 of the INA, a person whose deportation has been with-
held under Section 243(h) of the INA, or a parolee under Section
212(d)(5) of the INA. In the case of a parolee, the person must have
been paroled into the United States for over a period of at least one
year.
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Section 301(c)(1) provides that the restrictions on eligibility for
higher education benefits and job training assistance in Section
301(a)(3), and assistance provided under older American and other
programs in Section 301(a)(2) shall not apply to refugees during
their first five (5) years in the United States.

Section 301(c)(2) provides that the restrictions on eligibility for
higher education benefits and job training assistance in Section
301(a)(3), and assistance provided under older American and other
programs in Section 301(a)(2) shall not apply to persons who have
been lawfully admitted to the United States for permanent resi-
dence, who are at least seventy-six (76) years of age, and who have
resided in the United States for at least (5) years.

Section 301(c)(3) provides that the restrictions on eligibility for
higher education benefits and job training assistance in Section
301(a)(3), and assistance provided under older American and other
programs in Section 301(a)(2), shall not apply until one (1) year
after the date of enactment, the situation where he legal alien in
residing in the United States on the date of enactment and is eligi-
ble for the program.

Section 302 requires Federal agencies who administer programs
under the title to notify the public and program recipients of the
new restrictions on alien eligibility.

Section 303 restates the understanding that the term “alien”
does not include nationals of the United States (American
Samoans).

Title IV.—Other Repealers and Conforming Amendments

Section 401(a) strikes Part F of the Social Security Act (the
JOBS program) and inserts a new part F—Mandatory Work re-
quirements. Under the new Part F, Section 481(a) sets forth the
participation rate requirements with the following sections:

“Section 481(a)(1) declares that the work requirements are appli-
cable to all families receiving cash assistance under Part A of the
Social Security Act. Section 481(a)(1)(A) sets forth the requirement
that States meet minimum participation rates in work programs
with respect to all families receiving assistance under the State
program funded under Part A of the Social Security Act. These
rates are as follows: 1996—4%; 1997—4%; 1998—8%; 1999—12%;
2000—17%; 2001—29%; 2002—40%; 2003 or thereafter—50%.

“Section 481(a)(1)(B) allows States to receive credit for welfare
caseload reduction for the purposes of meeting the participation re-
qguirements. States are allowed to count net reductions in the case-
load below the 1995 baseline as participation.

“Section 481(a)(1)(C) defines the participation rate for single par-
ents receiving cash assistance. Section 481(a)(1)(C)(i) clarifies that
the “average monthly rate”, for purposes of counting participation,
is equal to the average of the participation rates of the State for
each month in the fiscal year. Section 481(a)(1)(C)(ii) defines how
States shall calculate their monthly participation rate. Specifically,
this rate is equal to the total number of families receiving cash as-
sistance and engaged in work activities, divided by the total hum-
ber of families receiving cash assistance.

“Section 481(a)(2) sets additional mandatory work requirements
for two-parent families. Section 481(a)(2)(A) requires that States
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meet higher participation rates in work programs for at least one
percent in a two parent family. These rates are as follows: 1996—
50%; 1997—50%; 1998 or thereafter, 90%. Section 481(a)(2)(B) de-
fines the participation rate for two-parent families. Section
481(a)(2)(B)(i) clarifies that the “average monthly rate”, for pur-
poses of counting participation, is equal to the average of the par-
ticipation rates of the State for each month in the fiscal year. Sec-
tion 481(a)(2)(B)(ii) defines how States shall calculate their month-
ly participation rate. Specifically, this rate is equal to the number
of two-parent families receiving cash assistance and engaged in
unsubsidized employment; subsidized private sector employment;
or, subsidized public employment or work experience only if suffi-
cient private sector employment is not available (for an average of
35 hours per week during the month, not more that 8 hours per
week of which may be attributed to participation in job search as-
sistance), divided by the total number of families receiving cash as-
sistance.

“Section 481(b) includes definitions of key terms and concepts.
Section 481(b)(1) defines what constitutes ‘engaged’ in work activi-
ties for the purposes of counting towards a States participation
rate. Specifically, a recipient must be participating, and making
progress in work activities (as defined), for a minimum average
number of hours for any given year. For 1996, the minimum is 20
hours; 1997—20; 1998—20; 1999—25; 2000—30; 2001—30; 2002—
35; 2003 or thereafter—35 hours.

“Section 481(b)(2) defines ‘work activities’' for the purposes of con-
stituting participation. Specifically, work activities is defined as:
unsubsidized employment; subsidized private sector employment;
subsidized public sector employment or work experience (only if
sufficient private sector employment is not available); on-the-job
training; job search and job readiness assistance; education or job
skills training directly related to employment (however, a partici-
pant must have participated, or be participating in one of the pre-
viously mentioned activities prior to engaging in these activities, or
has reached the age of 20 and has not received a diploma or certifi-
cate of high school equivalency). States also have the option of in-
cluding ‘satisfactory attendance at secondary school’ in the case of
an individual who has not completed secondary school and is a de-
pendent child, or head of household who has not reached the age
of 20.

“Section 481(c) sets forth penalties for States and individuals not
meeting the requirements of this part. Section 481(c)(1) sets the
specific penalties for individuals not meeting the requirements.
Section 481(c)(1)(A) requires States to reduce (at a minimum) the
amount of cash assistance otherwise to be paid to a recipient under
the program, in the case of refusal to participate in a work pro-
gram. Section 481(c)(1)(B) sets different penalties for adults in 2-
parent families refusing to participate. This penalty is reduction in
cash assistance pro rata with respect to any period during the
month for which the adult has failed to meet the requirements.

“Section 481(c)(1)(C) limits the Secretary in the regulation the
conduct of States with respect to penalties applicable to States for
not meeting the required participation rates. Section 481(c)(2), es-
tablishes penalties for States failing to meet the required participa-
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tion rates—a penalty equal to not more than 5 percent of the
amount of the (AFDC) grant otherwise payable to the State in the
following year. Section 481(c)(2)(B), requires that the Secretary im-
pose the penalties upon States based on the degree of noncompli-
ance.

“Section 481(d) is a Sense of the Congress, that in complying
with the mandatory work requirements, States should assign the
highest priority to requiring families that include older preschool or
schoolage children to be engaged in work activities.

“Section 482 provides for Research, Evaluations, and National
Studies. Section 482(a) allows the Secretary to conduct research on
the effects, costs, and benefits of State programs funded under part
A. Section 482(b) allows the Secretary to develop and evaluate in-
novative approaches to employing welfare recipients. Section 482(c)
allows the Secretary to conduct studies of the caseloads of States
operating cash assistance welfare programs. Section 482(d) re-
quires the Secretary to develop innovative methods in the dissemi-
nation of any research, evaluations or studies conducted pursuant
to this part.”

Section 401(b) includes conforming amendments to the work re-
quirement amendments.

Section 402 contains amendments to laws relating to child pro-
tection block grant.

Section 402(a) repeals the Abandoned Infants Assistance Act of
1988, contains a conforming amendment defining the term “boarder
baby”.

Section 402(b) repeals the Child Abuse Prevention and Treat-
ment Act and contains conforming amendments to the Victims of
Crime Act of 1984.

Section 402(c) repeals the Child Abuse Prevention and Treat-
ment and Adoption Reform Act of 1978.

Section 402(d) amends the Temporary Child Care for Children
with Disabilities and Crisis Nurseries Act of 1986.

Section 402(e) amends the Missing Children’s Assistance Act by
re-establishing the national missing children’s toll-free hotline and
authorize such sums to be appropriated for fiscal years 1996
through fiscal year 2000.

Section 402(f) repeals Subtitle F of title VII of the Stewart B.
McKinney Homeless Assistance Act.

Section 402(g) repeals Subtitle A of title Il of the Victims of Child
Abuse Act of 1990.

Title V.—Related Provisions

Section 501(a) requires the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices to produce and publish poverty estimates for each state, coun-
ty, place (defined as local units of government for which data is
produced in the decennial census), and school district. The data
may be produced using any reliable method.

Section 501(b) requires tabulations of poverty by the number of
children aged 5 to 17 for each school district. The first data under
this section for states, counties, and local units of general govern-
ment would be published in 1996, and at least every 2 years there-
after. The first data for school districts would be published in 1998,
and at least every 2 years thereafter.
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Section 501(c) allows the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices to aggregate school districts to the extent necessary to achieve
reliable data. The section requires that aggregated data be appro-
priately identified and accompanied by a detailed explanation of
the methodology used.

Section 501(d) requires the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices to notify Congress if the Secretary is unable to produce the re-
quired data for any geographic area specified in subsection (a), and
to give the reasons for any such exclusion.

Section 501(e) directs the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices to use the same criteria relating to poverty, including periodic
adjustments for inflation, that is currently used.

Section 501(f) requires the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices to consult with the Secretary of Education in producing pov-
erty data for school districts.

Section 501(g) defines the term Secretary for purposes of this sec-
tion to mean the Secretary of Health and Human Services.

Section 501(h) authorizes $1.5 million for each of fiscal years
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000, to carry out the provisions of
this section.

Section 502(a) requires the Secretary to produce data relating to
participation in programs authorized by this Act by families and
children, and allows this data to be produced by means of sam-
pling, estimation, or other method which the Secretary determines
will produce reliable data.

Section 502(b) requires data produced under this section to in-
clude changes in participation in welfare, health, education, and
employment and training programs for families and children, the
duration of such participation, and the causes and consequences of
any changes in participation. Other required data shall include
changes in employment status, income and poverty status, family
structure and process, and children’s well-being over time for fami-
lies and children participating in Federal programs; as well as de-
mographic data including household composition, marital status,
relationship of householders, racial and ethnic designation, age,
and educational attainment.

Section 502(c) requires that data produced under this section re-
flect the period 1993 through 2002, and that such data be produced
as often as practicable during that time, but in no case later than
December 31, 2003.

Section 502(d) defines the term “Secretary” for the purpose of
this section to mean the Secretary of Health and Human Services.

Section 502(e) authorizes to be appropriated $2,500,000 in fiscal
year 1996, $10,000,000 in fiscal years 1997 through 2002, and
$2,000,000 in fiscal year 2003 to carry out this section.

Title VI.—General Effective Date; Preservation of Actions,
Obligations, and Rights

Section 601 establishes the general effective date of the Act to be
October 1, 1995.

Section 602 clarifies that amendments or repeals made by this
Act shall not apply to powers, duties, functions, rights claims, pen-
alties, or obligations applicable to financial assistance provided and
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to administrative actions and proceedings commenced before the ef-
fective date.

OVERSIGHT STATEMENT

In compliance with clause 2(1)(3)(A) of rule XI of the Rules of the
House of Representatives and clause 2(b)(1) of rule X of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, the Committee’s oversight findings
and recommendations are reflected in the body of this report.

INFLATIONARY IMPACT STATEMENT

In compliance with clause 2(1)(4) of Rule XI of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, the Committee estimates that the enact-
ment into law of H.R. 999 will have no significant inflationary im-
pact on prices and costs in the operation of the national economy.
It is the judgment of the Committee that the inflationary impact
?’f _tbr;is legislation as a component of the federal budget is neg-
igible.

OVERSIGHT FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COMMITTEE
ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT

With respect to the requirement of clause 2(1)(3)(D) of Rule XI of
the Rules of the House of Representatives, the Committee has re-
ceived no report of oversight findings and recommendations from
the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight on the sub-
ject of H.R. 999.

COMMITTEE ESTIMATE

Clause 7 of rule XI1I of the Rules of the House of Representatives
requires an estimate and a comparison by the Committee of the
costs which would be incurred in carrying out H.R. 999. However,
clause 7(d) of that rule provides that this requirement does not
apply when the Committee has included in its report a timely sub-
mitted cost estimate of the bill prepared by the Director of the Con-
gressional Budget Office under section 403 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974.

APPLICATION OF LAW TO LEGISLATIVE BRANCH

Section 102(b)(3) of Public Law 104-1 requires a description of
the application of this bill to the legislative branch. This bill pro-
vides funds to States for programs and services to eligible recipi-
ents; the bill does not prohibit legislative branch employees from
otherwise being eligible for such services.

ROLLCALL VOTES ON AMENDMENTS AND REPORTED BILL

In compliance with clause 2(1)(2)(B) of rule XI of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, the following statements are made con-
cerning the votes of the Committee in its consideration of the bill,
H.R. 999.

MOTION TO ORDER REPORTED H.R. 999, AS AMENDED

The bill, H.R. 999, as amended, was ordered favorably reported
by a vote of 23 ayes to 17 noes, on February 23, 1995.
The rollcall vote was as follows:



AYES

Chairman Goodling

Mr. Petri

Mrs. Roukema
Mr. Gunderson
Mr. Fawell
Mr. Ballenger
Mr. Barrett

Mr. Cunningham

Mr. Hoekstra
Mr. McKeon
Mr. Castle

Mrs. Meyers
Mr. Johnson
Mr. Talent

Mr. Greenwood
Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Knollenberg
Mr. Riggs

Mr. Graham
Mr. Weldon

Mr. Funderburk
Mr. Souder

Mr. Norwood

MOTION TO ADOPT THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
AS AMENDED

The Goodling substitute to the bill H.R. 999, was adopted with
amendments (23 ayes to 17 noes) on February 23, 1995. The sub-
stitute establishes a single, consolidated source of federal child care
funding; establishes a program to provide block grants to States to
provide nutrition assistance to economically disadvantaged individ-
uals and families and to establish a program to provide block
grants to States to provide school-based food services to students;
and, restricts alien eligibility for certain education, training and

other programs.
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NOES

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mrs.

The rollcall vote was as follows:

AYES

Chairman Goodling

Mr. Petri

Mrs. Roukema
Mr. Gunderson
Mr. Fawell
Mr. Ballenger
Mr. Barrett

Mr. Cunningham

Mr. Hoekstra
Mr. McKeon
Mr. Castle
Mrs. Meyers
Mr. Johnson
Mr. Talent

Mr. Greenwood

Clay
Miller
Kildee
Martinez
Owens
Sawyer
Payne
Mink

. Reed

. Roemer

. Engel

. Becerra

. Scott

. Green

. Woolsey

. Romero-Barcelo
. Reynolds

NOES

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Clay
Miller
Kildee
Martinez
Owens
Sawyer
Payne

Mrs. Mink

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.

Reed
Roemer
Engel
Becerra
Scott
Green
Woolsey
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Mr. Hutchinson Mr. Romero-Barcelo
Mr. Knollenberg Mr. Reynolds

Mr. Riggs

Mr. Graham

Mr. Weldon

Mr. Funderburk

Mr. Souder

Mr. Norwood

VOTES ON AMENDMENTS

The Committee defeated an amendment (16 ayes to 20 noes with
1 Member passing) offered by Mr. Kildee to amend Title I, to re-
quire safe child care. States must provide an assurance that if the
State requires parents of an eligible child to participate in employ-
ment, education or training activities as a condition of receiving as-
sistance under Title 1V of the Social Security Act, then the State
must ensure that such child neither will be left alone nor receive
unsafe child care services, while the parents participate in such ac-
tivities.

The rollcall vote was as follows:

AYES NOES PASSING
Mr. Clay Chairman Goodling Mrs. Roukema
Mr. Miller Mr. Gunderson
Mr. Kildee Mr. Fawell
Mr. Williams Mr. Ballenger
Mr. Martinez Mr. Barrett
Mr. Owens Mr. Cunningham
Mr. Sawyer Mr. Hoekstra
Mrs. Mink Mr. McKeon
Mr. Andrews Mr. Castle
Mr. Reed Mr. Johnson
Mr. Roemer Mr. Talent
Mr. Engel Mr. Greenwood
Mr. Becerra Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Scott Mr. Knollenberg
Ms. Woolsey Mr. Riggs
Mr. Romero-Barcelo Mr. Graham
Mr. Weldon
Mr. Funderburk
Mr. Souder

Mr. Norwood

The Committee defeated an amendment (18 ayes to 21 noes) of-
fered by Mr. Miller of California to prevent the repeal of the
Women, Infants and Children (WIC) program and exclude it from
the Family Nutrition Block Grant.

The rollcall vote was as follows:

AYES NOES

Mr. Clay Chairman Goodling
Mr. Miller Mrs. Roukema

Mr. Kildee Mr. Gunderson

Mr. Williams Mr. Fawell
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Mr. Martinez Mr. Ballenger
Mr. Owens Mr. Barrett
Mr. Sawyer Mr. Cunningham
Mr. Payne Mr. Hoekstra
Mrs. Mink Mr. McKeon
Mr. Andrews Mr. Castle
Mr. Reed Mrs. Meyers
Mr. Roemer Mr. Johnson
Mr. Engel Mr. Talent
Mr. Becerra Mr. Greenwood
Mr. Scott Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Green Mr. Knollenberg
Ms. Woolsey Mr. Graham
Mr. Romero-Barcelo Mr. Weldon
Mr. Funderburk
Mr. Souder

Mr. Norwood

The Committee defeated an amendment (16 ayes to 22 noes and
1 voting present) offered by Mr. Clay to require that an enhanced
minimum wage (increased by $.90 over two years) be paid to any
recipients of AFDC participating in a work activity under the Job
Opportunity and Basic Skills program.

The rollcall vote was as follows:

AYES NOES PRESENT
Mr. Clay Chairman Goodling Mr. Roemer
Mr. Miller Mrs. Roukema
Mr. Kildee Mr. Fawell
Mr. Williams Mr. Ballenger
Mr. Martinez Mr. Barrett
Mr. Owens Mr. Cunningham
Mr. Sawyer Mr. Hoekstra
Mrs. Mink Mr. McKeon
Mr. Andrews Mr. Castle
Mr. Reed Mrs. Meyers
Mr. Engel Mr. Johnson
Mr. Becerra Mr. Talent
Mr. Scott Mr. Greenwood
Mr. Green Mr. Hutchinson
Ms. Woolsey Mr. Knollenberg
Mr. Romero-Barcelo Mr. Riggs
Mr. Graham
Mr. Weldon
Mr. Funderburk
Mr. Souder
Mr. Mclntosh

Mr. Norwood

The Committee defeated an amendment (17 ayes to 18 noes) of-
fered by Mr. Kildee to require States to carry out a competitive bid-
ding system for infant formula comparable to the system in place
as of September 30, 1995 in order to be eligible for a grant under
the Family Nutrition Block Grant.
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The rollcall vote was as follows:

AYES NOES
Mrs. Roukema Chairman Goodling
Mr. Clay Mr. Petri
Mr. Miller Mr. Gunderson
Mr. Kildee Mr. Fawell
Mr. Martinez Mr. Ballenger
Mr. Owens Mr. Cunningham
Mr. Sawyer Mr. Hoekstra
Mr. Payne Mr. McKeon
Mrs. Mink Mrs. Meyers
Mr. Reed Mr. Johnson
Mr. Roemer Mr. Talent
Mr. Engel Mr. Greenwood
Mr. Becerra Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Scott Mr. Knollenberg
Mr. Green Mr. Graham
Ms. Woolsey Mr. Weldon
Mr. Romero-Barcelo Mr. Funderburk

Mr. Souder

The Committee defeated an amendment (14 ayes to 20 noes) of-
fered by Mr. Becerra to remove the prohibition upon legal aliens’
participation in older American and certain other programs, and
remove the limitations upon legal aliens’ eligibility for higher edu-
cation assistance and job training.

The rollcall vote was as follows:

AYES NOES
Mr. Clay Chairman Goodling
Mr. Kildee Mr. Petri
Mr. Martinez Mrs. Roukema
Mr. Owens Mr. Gunderson
Mr. Sawyer Mr. Fawell
Mrs. Mink Mr. Ballenger
Mr. Reed Mr. Cunningham
Mr. Roemer Mr. Hoekstra
Mr. Engel Mr. McKeon
Mr. Becerra Mr. Castle
Mr. Scott Mrs. Meyers
Mr. Green Mr. Johnson
Mr. Woolsey Mr. Talent
Mr. Romero-Barcelo Mr. Greenwood

Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Knollenberg
Mr. Graham
Mr. Weldon

Mr. Funderburk
Mr. Souder

The Committee defeated an amendment (16 ayes to 21 noes) of-
fered by Mrs. Mink to amend Title I, child care and development
block grant funds may be transferred to another block grant unless
the State demonstrates to the Secretary that the funds are not
needed to provide child care services to eligible children.
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The rollcall vote was as follows:

AYES NOES
Mr. Clay Chairman Goodling
Mr. Miller Mr. Petri
Mr. Kildee Mrs. Roukema
Mr. Williams Mr. Gunderson
Mr. Martinez Mr. Fawell
Mr. Owens Mr. Ballenger
Mr. Sawyer Mr. Cunningham
Mr. Payne Mr. Hoekstra
Mrs. Mink Mr. McKeon
Mr. Reed Mr. Castle
Mr. Roemer Mrs. Meyers
Mr. Engel Mr. Johnson
Mr. Becerra Mr. Talent
Mr. Green Mr. Greenwood
Mr. Woolsey Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Romero-Barcelo Mr. Knollenberg
Mr. Graham
Mr. Weldon
Mr. Funderburk
Mr. Souder

Mr. Norwood

The Committee defeated an amendment (15 ayes to 18 noes) of-
fered by Mr. Engel to amend Title I, to require maintenance of
level of child care services. States must maintain current level of
State funding for child care services provided in FY 1994 under
AFDC Child Care, Transitional Child Care, At-Risk Child Care,
and the Child Care and Development Block Grant in order to re-
ceive funds under this Act.

The rollcall vote was as follows:

AYES NOES

Mr. Clay Chairman Goodling

Mr. Miller Mr. Petri

Mr. Kildee Mrs. Roukema

Mr. Williams Mr. Ballenger

Mr. Martinez Mr. Cunningham

Mr. Owens Mr. Hoekstra

Mr. Sawyer Mr. McKeon

Mr. Payne Mr. Castle

Mrs. Mink Mr. Johnson

Mr. Andrews Mr. Talent

Mr. Reed Mr. Greenwood

Mr. Roemer Mr. Hutchinson

Mr. Engel Mr. Knollenberg

Mr. Becerra Mr. Graham

Mr. Scott Mr. Weldon

Mr. Woolsey Mr. Funderburk
Mr. Souder

Mr. Norwood

The Committee defeated an amendment (15 ayes to 19 noes) of-
fered by Mr. Reed to increase the yearly funding level of the school-
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based block grant in the event the national unemployment rate ex-
ceeded 6% for a given 12-month period.
The rollcall vote was as follows:

AYES NOES
Mrs. Roukema Chairman Goodling
Mr. Clay Mr. Petri
Mr. Kildee Mr. Gunderson
Mr. Williams Mr. Fawell
Mr. Martinez Mr. Ballenger
Mr. Owens Mr. Cunningham
Mr. Sawyer Mr. Hoekstra
Mr. Payne Mr. McKeon
Mrs. Mink Mr. Castle
Mr. Reed Mrs. Meyers
Mr. Roemer Mr. Johnson
Mr. Becerra Mr. Talent
Mr. Green Mr. Greenwood
Ms. Woolsey Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Romero-Barcelo Mr. Knollenberg
Mr. Graham
Mr. Weldon
Mr. Funderburk
Mr. Souder

The Committee defeated an amendment (12 ayes to 20 noes) of-
fered by Mr. Owens to require employers to offer the same health
insurance coverage offered to other employees, to employees receiv-
ing AFDC and participating in a work activity under the Job Op-
portunity and Basics Skills program.

The rollcall vote was as follows:

AYES NOES
Mr. Clay Chairman Goodling
Mr. Kildee Mr. Petri

Mr. Martinez Mr. Gunderson

Mr. Owens Mr. Fawell

Mr. Sawyer Mr. Ballenger

Mr. Payne Mr. Barrett

Mrs. Mink Mr. Cunningham
Mr. Reed Mr. Hoekstra

Mr. Roemer Mr. McKeon

Mr. Becerra Mrs. Meyers

Mr. Scott Mr. Johnson

Ms. Woolsey Mr. Talent

Mr. Greenwood
Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Knollenberg
Mr. Graham
Mr. Weldon

Mr. Funderburk
Mr. Souder

Mr. Norwood
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The Committee defeated an amendment (16 ayes to 21 noes) of-
fered by Mr. Martinez to amend Title I, reinserting health and
safety, licensing, and supplementation requirements.

The rollcall vote was as follows:

AYES NOES
Mr. Clay Chairman Goodling
Mr. Miller Mr. Petri
Mr. Kildee Mrs. Roukema
Mr. Martinez Mr. Gunderson
Mr. Owens Mr. Fawell
Mr. Sawyer Mr. Ballenger
Mr. Payne Mr. Cunningham
Mrs. Mink Mr. Hoekstra
Mr. Reed Mr. McKeon
Mr. Roemer Mr. Castle
Mr. Engel Mrs. Meyers
Mr. Becerra Mr. Johnson
Mr. Scott Mr. Talent
Mr. Green Mr. Greenwood
Ms. Woolsey Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Romero-Barcelo Mr. Knollenberg
Mr. Graham
Mr. Weldon
Mr. Funderburk
Mr. Souder

Mr. Norwood

The Committee defeated an amendment (15 ayes to 21 noes) of-
fered by Mr. Kildee to eliminate the school-based block grant and
retain the existing school lunch and breakfast programs.

The rollcall vote was as follows:

AYES NOES
Mr. Clay Chairman Goodling
Mr. Kildee Mr. Petri
Mr. Williams Mr. Roukema
Mr. Owens Mr. Gunderson
Mr. Sawyer Mr. Fawell
Mr. Payne Mr. Ballenger
Mrs. Mink Mr. Cunningham
Mr. Reed Mr. Hoekstra
Mr. Roemer Mr. McKeon
Mr. Engel Mrs. Meyers
Mr. Becerra Mr. Johnson
Mr. Scott Mr. Talent
Mr. Green Mr. Greenwood
Ms. Woolsey Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Romero-Barcelo Mr. Knollenberg
Mr. Riggs
Mr. Graham
Mr. Weldon
Mr. Funderbuck
Mr. Souder

Mr. Norwood
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The Committee defeated an amendment (14 ayes to 18 noes) of-
fered by Mrs. Mink to amend Title I, to reinsert supplementation
language that provides assurances that child care funds will be
used only to supplement, not supplant, the amount of federal,
State, and local funds otherwise expended for the support of child
care services.

The rollcall vote was as follows:

AYES NOES
Mr. Clay Chairman Goodling
Mr. Kildee Mr. Petri
Mr. Williams Mr. Gunderson
Mr. Martinez Mr. Fawell
Mr. Owens Mr. Ballenger
Mr. Sawyer Mr. Barrett
Mr. Payne Mr. Hoekstra
Mrs. Mink Mr. McKeon
Mr. Reed Mr. Castle
Mr. Roemer Mrs. Meyers
Mr. Engel Mr. Talent
Mr. Scott Mr. Greenwood
Mr. Green Mr. Hutchinson
Ms. Woolsey Mr. Knollenberg
Mr. Graham
Mr. Weldon
Mr. Souder
Mr. Mclntosh

The Committee defeated an amendment (17 ayes to 19 noes4) of-
fered by Mr. Payne to amend Title IV, to strike the repeal of the
Abandoned Infant Assistance Act of 1988.

The rollcall vote was as follows:

AYES NOES

Mr. Clay Chairman Goodling
Mr. Miller Mr. Petri
Mr. Kildee Mr. Gunderson
Mr. Williams Mr. Ballenger
Mr. Martinez Mr. Barrett
Mr. Owens Mr. Cunningham
Mr. Sawyer Mr. Hoekstra
Mr. Payne Mr. McKeon
Mrs. Mink Mr. Castle
Mr. Reed Mrs. Meyers
Mr. Roemer Mr. Johnson
Mr. Eagel Mr. Talent
Mr. Becerra Mr. Greenwood
Mr. Scott Mr. Hutchinson
Mr Green Mr. Riggs
Ms. Woolsey Mr. Graham
Mr. Reynolds Mr. Weldon

Mr. Funderburk

Mr. Souder

4Mr. Fawell, present, not voting.
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The Committee defeated an amendment (17 ayes to 20 noes) of-
fered by Mrs. Woolsey to amend Title | to reinstate the Quality and
Availability set-aside under current law. Current law requires that
75 percent of the funds be used for services and 25 percent for
quality and availability of services. Current law also requires that
the 25 percent be further divided requiring that 75 percent be used
for availability, 20 percent for quality, and 5 percent for either. The
amendment reduces the amount available for quality and availabil-
ity to 20 percent and requires that 50 percent of the 20 percent be
used for quality and the remaining 50 percent be used for availabil-
ity.

The rollcall vote was as follows:

AYES NOES
Mr. Clay Chairman Goodling
Mr. Miller Mr. Petri
Mr. Kildee Mr. Gunderson
Mr. Williams Mr. Fawell
Mr. Martinez Mr. Ballenger
Mr. Owens Mr. Barrett
Mr. Sawyer Mr. Cunningham
Mr. Payne Mr. Hoekstra
Mrs. Mink Mr. McKeon
Mr. Reed Mr. Castle
Mr. Roemer Mrs. Meyers
Mr. Engel Mr. Johnson
Mr. Becerra Mr. Talent
Mr. Scott Mr. Greenwood
Mr. Green Mr. Hutchinson
Ms. Woolsey Mr. Riggs
Mr. Reynolds Mr. Graham
Mr. Weldon
Mr. Funderburk
Mr. Souder

The Committee defeated an amendment (17 ayes to 20 noes) of-
fered by Mr. Owens to prevent the repeal of the child and adult
care food program.

The rollcall vote was as follows:

AYES NOES

Mr. Clay Chairman Goodling
Mr. Miller Mr. Petri

Mr. Kildee Mr. Gunderson
Mr. Martinez Mr. Fawell

Mr. Owens Mr. Ballenger
Mr. Sawyer Mr. Barrett

Mr. Payne Mr. Cunningham
Mrs. Mink Mr. Hoekstra
Mr. Reed Mr. McKeon

Mr. Roemer Mr. Castle

Mr. Engel Mrs. Meyers

Mr. Becerra Mr. Johnson

Mr. Scott Mr. Talent

Mr. Green Mr. Greenwood
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Ms. Woolsey Mr. Hutchinson

Mr. Romero-Barcelo Mr. Riggs

Mr. Reynolds Mr. Graham
Mr. Weldon
Mr. Funderburk
Mr. Souder

The Committee defeated an amendment (17 ayes to 18 noes, 1
voting present) offered by Mr. Reed and Mr. Roemer to amend Title
I, to provide a partial matching requirement. Requires a partial
state match for federal funds in the child care block grant.

The rollcall vote was as follows:

AYES NOES

Mr. Clay Chairman Goodling

Mr. Miller Mr. Petri

Mr. Kildee Mr. Gunderson

Mr. Martinez Mr. Fawell

Mr. Owens Mr. Ballenger

Mr. Sawyer Mr. Barrett

Mr. Payne Mr. Cunningham

Mrs. Mink Mr. Hoekstra

Mr. Reed Mr. McKeon

Mr. Roemer Mrs. Meyers

Mr. Engel Mr. Talent

Mr. Becerra Mr. Greenwood

Mr. Scott Mr. Hutchinson

Mr. Green Mr. Riggs

Ms. Woolsey Mr. Graham

Mr. Romero-Barcelo Mr. Weldon

Mr. Reynolds Mr. Funderburk
Mr. Souder

Present, Mr. Castle.

The Committee defeated an amendment (16 ayes to 19 noes) of-
fered by Mr. Martinez to amend Title I, reinserting the sliding fee
scale. A State must establish a sliding fee scale that provides for
cost sharing by the families that receive child care services and up-
date the scale through regulation.

The rollcall vote was as follows:

AYES NOES
Mr. Clay Chairman Goodling
Mr. Miller Mr. Petri
Mr. Kildee Mr. Gunderson
Mr. Martinez Mr. Fawell
Mr. Owens Mr. Ballenger
Mr. Payne Mr. Barrett
Mrs. Mink Mr. Cunningham
Mr. Reed Mr. Hoekstra
Mr. Roemer Mr. McKeon
Mr. Engel Mr. Castle
Mr. Becerra Mrs. Meyers
Mr. Scott Mr. Talent
Mr. Green Mr. Greenwood

Ms. Woolsey Mr. Hutchinson
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Mr. Romero-Barcelo Mr. Graham
Mr. Reynolds Mr. Weldon
Mr. Funderburk
Mr. Souder

Mr. Norwood

The Committee defeated an amendment (17 ayes to 21 noes) of-
fered by Mr. Becerra to provide an exception to the restrictions
upon legal aliens’ eligibility for higher education assistance and job

training.
The rollcall vote was as follows:
AYES NOES
Mr. Clay Chairman Goodling
Mr. Miller Mr. Petri
Mr. Kildee Mrs. Roukema
Mr. Williams Mr. Fawell
Mr. Martinez Mr. Ballenger
Mr. Owens Mr. Barrett
Mr. Sawyer Mr. Cunningham
Mr. Payne Mr. Hoekstra
Mrs. Mink Mr. McKeon
Mr. Roemer Mr. Castle
Mr. Engel Mrs. Meyers
Mr. Becerra Mr. Johnson
Mr. Scott Mr. Talent
Mr. Green Mr. Greenwood
Ms. Woolsey Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Romero-Barcelo Mr. Riggs
Mr. Reynolds Mr. Graham
Mr. Weldon
Mr. Funderburk
Mr. Souder

Mr. Norwood

The Committee defeated an amendment (17 ayes to 19 noes) of-
fered by Mr. Owens to amend Title 1V, striking the repeal of the
Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act.

The rollcall vote was as follows:

AYES NOES
Mr. Clay Chairman Goodling
Mr. Miller Mr. Petri

Mr. Kildee Mr. Fawell

Mr. Martinez Mr. Ballenger

Mr. Owens Mr. Barrett

Mr. Sawyer Mr. Cunningham
Mr. Payne Mr. Hoekstra

Mrs. Mink Mr. McKeon

Mr. Reed Mr. Castle

Mr. Roemer Mrs. Meyers

Mr. Engel Mr. Talent

Mr. Becerra Mr. Greenwood

Mr. Scott Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Green Mr. Riggs

Ms. Woolsey Mr. Graham
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Mr. Romero-Barcelo Mr. Weldon
Mr. Reynolds Mr. Funderburk
Mr. Souder

Mr. Norwood

The Committee defeated an amendment (35 noes and 4 voting
present) offered by Mr. Engel to delete the provisions of H.R. 999
and insert the provisions of H.R. 4 which are within the Commit-
tee’s jurisdiction, including a single block grant for all food assist-
ance programs.

The rollcall vote was as follows:

PRESENT NOES
Mr. Petri Chairman Goodling
Mr. Clay Mrs. Roukema
Mr. Miller Mr. Fawell
Mr. Engel Mr. Ballenger
Mr. Barrett

Mr. Cunningham
Mr. Hoekstra
Mr. McKeon
Mr. Castle

Mrs. Meyers
Mr. Johnson
Mr. Talent

Mr. Greenwood
Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Riggs

Mr. Graham
Mr. Weldon

Mr. Funderburk
Mr. Souder

Mr. Norwood
Mr. Kildee

Mr. Williams
Mr. Martinez
Mr. Owens

Mr. Sawyer

Mr. Payne

Mrs. Mink

Mr. Reed

Mr. Roemer

Mr. Becerra
Mr. Scott

Mr. Green

Ms. Woolsey
Mr. Romero-Barcelo
Mr. Reynolds

NEw BUDGET AUTHORITY AND CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE
CosT ESTIMATE

With respect to the requirement of clause 2(1)(3)(B) of rule XI of
the House of Representatives and section 308(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 and with respect to requirements of
clause 2(1)(3)(C) of rule XI of the House of Representatives and sec-
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tion 403 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, the Committee
has received the following cost estimate for H.R. 999 from the Di-
rector of the Congressional Budget Office:

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, March 3, 1995.

Hon. WiLLiAmM F. GOODLING,
Chairman, Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DeaArR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional Budget Office has pre-
pared the enclosed cost estimate for H.R. 999, the Welfare Reform
Consolidation Act of 1995, as ordered reported by the House Com-
mittee on Economic and Educational Opportunities on February 23,
1995.

The bill would affect direct spending or receipts and thus would
be subject to pay-as-you-go procedures under section 252 of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.

If you wish further details on this estimate, we will be pleased
to provide them.

Sincerely,
JuNE E. O'NEILL,
Director.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST ESTIMATE

1. Bill number: H.R. 999.

2. Bill title: Welfare Reform Consolidation Act of 1995

3. Bill status: As ordered reported by the House Committee on
Economic and Educatinal Opportunities on Febru